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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend Kenneth L. Simon, 

New Bethel Baptist Church, Youngs-
town, Ohio, offered the following pray-
er: 

Gracious God, we come thanking You 
today for all of Your blessings and the 
privilege You have given each of us to 
serve You by serving Your people. 

We thank You for our President, 
Barack Obama, who You have called 
and appointed to lead this Nation for 
such a time as this, and I ask Your con-
tinued blessings upon him and his fam-
ily. 

We ask Your blessings upon our Con-
gressmen and -women, leaders of this 
great Nation who You have given the 
charge to govern Your people in the 
pursuit of liberty, justice and equality 
for all. 

Bless this session in the midst of the 
many challenges our Nation faces 
today. May Your spirit grant wisdom 
and give guidance to every decision 
that is made in this place. Help us to 
move beyond our differences and party 
lines to the place where we can agree 
to differ, resolve to love and unite to 
serve. 

In Your name, we do pray and give 
thanks. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House 
her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from California (Mr. MCNERNEY) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. MCNERNEY led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

WELCOMING THE REVEREND 
KENNETH L. SIMON 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 

would like to welcome Reverend Kenny 
Simon to the House to lead us in pray-
er today. He is Youngstown born and 
Youngstown educated. He is a graduate 
of East High School and Youngstown 
State University. He did his biblical 
and religious training in Wheaton, Illi-
nois. He was ordained in 1993, and in 
1995 he succeeded his father, Reverend 
Lonnie Simon, as pastor of the New 
Bethel Baptist Church in Youngstown, 
Ohio. 

In addition to his pastorate, Rev-
erend Kenny Simon is very much in-
volved in our community. He is the 
president of the board of Eagle Heights 
Academy. He is the chairman of the 
Mayor’s Human Relations Commission. 
He is a board member of Crime Stop-
pers of Youngstown, past president of 
the Mahoning Valley Association of 
Churches, past board member of the 
Western Reserve Port Authority, and a 
2002 graduate of Leadership Mahoning 
Valley. Pastor Simon is the president 
of the Community Mobilization Coali-
tion, a political organization that pro-
motes voter registration and informs 
the urban community about the impor-
tance of voting and voting issues. 

Reverend Kenny Simon and his wife, 
Wendy Wainwright, have three chil-
dren, Keisha, Kenny and David. And as 
most of us do, he stands on the shoul-
ders of his father, who is now pastor 
emeritus of New Bethel Baptist Church 
where he has served since 1962, Rev-
erend Lonnie Simon. He too has been 
involved in many community activi-
ties, including service on the Youngs-

town Board of Education from 1972 to 
1975 and was in the first Leadership 
Youngstown class in 1985. 

In 1965, Reverend Lonnie Simon was 
one of the charter leaders of the March 
on Montgomery under the leadership of 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and par-
ticipated in the Poor People’s Cam-
paign here in Washington, D.C. in 1969. 
Reverend Lonnie Simon and his wife of 
58 years, Florence, have four children, 
seven grandchildren and four great- 
grandchildren. 

Madam Speaker, it was an honor for 
us to be addressed by such a distin-
guished individual with such a distin-
guished family here at the House of 
Representatives. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ALTMIRE). The Chair will entertain up 
to 10 further requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF GORDON 
HAYES MEDLIN 

(Mr. MCNERNEY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
my colleagues to join me in honoring 
Gordon Hayes Medlin, also known as 
Gordy, who passed away last week. 
Gordy was born in Modesto, California, 
in 1922 and moved to Stockton in high 
school. Later Gordy enlisted in the Ma-
rine Corps to serve in World War II. 
Twenty-four years ago, inspired by the 
nearby Gilroy Garlic Festival, Mr. 
Medlin cofounded the Stockton Aspar-
agus Festival. This festival is a 3-day 
food and entertainment festival cele-
brating asparagus, one of the signature 
crops of San Joaquin County, Cali-
fornia. Attendance at the festival often 
reaches 100,000 people. To this date, the 
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festival has raised more than $4.5 mil-
lion for participating charities. Mr. 
Medlin’s influence on the community 
is tremendous, and the results of his ef-
forts will continue to be felt for years 
to come. 

I am saddened by Gordy’s passing and 
proud to honor his lifetime of service 
and good work. 

f 

VOTER INTIMIDATION 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, a recent 
news story highlights political ap-
pointees at the Justice Department 
running roughshod over both their civil 
counterparts and the law itself. 

In November, members of the New 
Black Panther Party for Self-Defense 
stood in paramilitary uniforms, one of 
them wielding a nightstick, and in-
timidated voters at a Philadelphia 
polling place. The facts are not in ques-
tion. You can see the video on 
YouTube. Career lawyers at the Justice 
Department rightly pursued the case in 
order to bring charges. They even ob-
tained an affidavit from a prominent 
civil rights activist who was present 
and described it as ‘‘the most blatant 
form of voter intimidation’’ that he 
had seen, including the voting rights 
crisis he was a part of in Mississippi in 
the 1960s. The civil suit filed claimed 
the individuals engaged in ‘‘coercion, 
threats and intimidation, racial 
threats and insults, and menacing and 
intimidating gestures.’’ 

Yet now political appointees have 
stepped in to order the suit dropped. 
Apparently this Justice Department 
has no problem with voter intimidation 
or politicization of justice. 

f 

BAYONNE MEMORIAL DAY CO- 
GRAND MARSHALS 

(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor two very distinguished women 
for their service in our Armed Forces. 
Victoria Del Regno served in the U.S. 
Air Force from 1969 to 1972, and Isa-
bella De Marco served in the U.S. Army 
from 1993 to 2004 and is currently an ac-
tive duty reservist. Both women were 
selected as the Co-Grand Marshals for 
the Memorial Day parade in Bayonne, 
New Jersey, in my district. Ms. Del 
Regno and Ms. De Marco were both 
born and raised in Bayonne, served as 
nurses in the military, and both are 
members of the F.A. MacKenzie Amer-
ican Legion Post 165 in Bayonne. 

Mr. Speaker, for the first time in the 
91-year history of the parade, two fe-
males were selected by the parade com-
mittee to serve as Grand Marshals. I 
am proud that this year’s parade hon-
ors the service of women in the Armed 
Forces. These two women and their 
contributions are outstanding exam-

ples of women who are serving and who 
have served in our military. 

f 

PROTECT MILITARY PERSONNEL 
FROM HATE CRIMES 

(Mr. FLEMING asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, on June 
1 two U.S. servicemen were gunned 
down at an Army recruiting station in 
Little Rock, Arkansas. Private Wil-
liam Long lost his life in the attack, 
and another soldier remains in critical 
condition. Based on the attacker’s own 
statements, these soldiers were tar-
geted because of their affiliation with 
the U.S. Army. There is evidence that 
others were being targeted, and this is 
not the first time. 

Under recently passed hate crimes 
legislation, H.R. 1913, these heroes 
would receive no additional Federal 
protections. I think we can all agree 
that if there is any class of citizens 
who deserve special protection from 
political or religiously motivated 
crimes, it is our men and women in 
uniform who put their lives on the line 
each day to protect this country. 

So I have introduced House bill 2677, 
the Military Personnel Protection Act 
of 2009. This legislation will right this 
egregious wrong and ensure those who 
answered our Nation’s call to service 
are extended the same protections af-
forded to other protected classes of 
citizens. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in passing this legislation and ex-
tend Federal hate crimes protections 
to active, Guard, Reserve and retired 
members of the armed services. That is 
the least we can do for them. 

f 

NBA AGE ELIGIBILITY RULE 

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
millions of Americans will tune in to 
the NBA finals to watch a great battle 
between Kobe Bryant and Dwight How-
ard. Besides immense talent, these gen-
tlemen share another characteristic— 
they went straight to the NBA from 
high school. Unfortunately, today’s 
players won’t have that same oppor-
tunity because the NBA prevents 18- 
year-olds from choosing their profes-
sion and going straight into the NBA 
simply because of their age. It’s some-
thing that you don’t see in any other 
sport, baseball, golf, tennis, hockey, 
any other sport. You don’t see it in en-
tertainment, and you don’t see it when 
young men and women choose to join 
the military and fight for their coun-
try. This is part of a hypocritical sys-
tem that we have which doesn’t allow 
these people to choose their profession 
when they come out of high school, and 
it makes the term ‘‘student athlete’’ 
an oxymoron. The system does more to 
serve the needs of the universities and 
the NBA, which uses them as a farm 
system, than to serve the educational 

interests and needs of the students 
themselves. 

Kobe Bryant and Dwight Howard 
have achieved outstanding success, and 
I look forward to watching them to-
night. But there is no reason to think 
that today’s 18-year-olds can’t do the 
same. Age restriction should be abol-
ished. The NBA should repeal this un-
fair rule. 

f 

b 1015 

FREE EGYPTIAN BLOGGER 
KAREEM AMER 

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to call 
on Egypt to demonstrate that it is a 
force for tolerance in the Arab world 
by releasing Kareem Amer from prison. 

A young human rights activist, 
Kareem Amer, was sentenced in Feb-
ruary of 2007 to rot in prison for 4 years 
based solely on what he wrote on his 
blog. He is the first blogger of the Arab 
world to be jailed completely for his 
Internet comments. And his only crime 
was criticizing extremists who per-
secute women and minorities. 

We have a unique opportunity to 
right this injustice. President Obama 
should call for the release of Kareem to 
protect the free speech of all of us on 
the Internet. 

The Egyptian Government is heavily 
subsidized by the U.S. taxpayer. Ameri-
cans are going through tough times 
and would not be happy supporting a 
regime that set a precedent that put 
the first blogger in jail solely for pro-
moting tolerance. Egypt should not 
stand out as a repressive regime that 
stifles Internet speech. That is why 
Kareem Amer should be released from 
prison before the President leaves 
Egypt. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF NAVY COMMANDER DUANE 
WOLFE 

(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with a heavy heart to honor the 
life and service of my constituent, 
Navy Commander Duane Wolfe. Com-
mander Wolfe died Monday, May 25, at 
Al Asad Air Force Base in Iraq. He was 
killed by a roadside bomb. 

Mr. Speaker, words can’t describe the 
loss felt throughout our California 
coastal communities by Commander 
Wolfe’s death. He was truly a pillar in 
his community, spending the majority 
of his life on the central coast with his 
wife of 34 years, Cindi, and their beau-
tiful family. Commander Wolfe served 
in Iraq as a Seabee. He worked at Van-
denberg Air Force Base as a civilian for 
over 20 years and served as well as a 
deacon of the Los Osos Church of 
Christ. 
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By those who knew him best, he is 

remembered as a dedicated husband 
and father with a clever wit, a strong 
sense of work ethic, and a kindness to-
ward those in need. 

My thoughts and prayers are with 
Commander Wolfe and his family and 
friends during this heartbreaking time, 
as well as the families of all of our 
military personnel serving as they do 
in such danger and with such bravery. 
We owe our brave men and women serv-
ing in the Armed Forces and their fam-
ilies nothing but our full support and 
gratitude for their tremendous sac-
rifice. 

f 

CAP-AND-TRADE’S NEGATIVE 
IMPACT ON RURAL AMERICA 

(Mr. SMITH of Nebraska asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I have serious concerns about cap- 
and-trade legislation and its impact on 
the American people, especially rural 
communities. This, at its core, is a na-
tional energy tax which will be passed 
on to the American people. The stakes 
are even higher for our Nation’s agri-
culture industry. 

Agriculture is an energy-intensive in-
dustry, relying on fuel for the pickup 
truck, fertilizer for the crops, and gen-
erators to keep heaters on during the 
winter. 

The Third District of Nebraska is one 
of the largest agricultural districts in 
the country, home to more than 30,000 
farmers and ranchers. And everyone 
knows that even a small increase in 
the operating costs would have dire re-
sults. 

As higher energy prices hit other 
areas of our economy, farmers and 
ranchers will pay more for seed, equip-
ment, steel and other supplies. As the 
cost of production increases, so will the 
price of food on the shelves in urban 
areas. 

This national energy tax is the wrong 
way to go, and certainly my colleagues 
know that. 

f 

COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION 
REFORM 

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BACA. For over a year now, I 
have been coming to the floor to con-
tinue to advocate for the need to pass 
comprehensive immigration reform. 
While we debate health care and energy 
legislation, which are important, let us 
not forget about another urgent situa-
tion that is getting worse in America. 

To those who say that comprehensive 
immigration must wait, I ask, how do 
we humanely deal with the 14 million 
undocumented immigrants in this 
country whose lives are being affected 
every day? How should we respond to 
thousands of innocent children that in-
creasingly are left to fend for them-

selves as bureaucratic and outdated 
immigration laws keep them from 
their parents? 

Our immigration system does not fit 
the current immigration reality. We 
need comprehensive immigration re-
form that respects families and pro-
tects our borders and makes America 
safer. 

I urge my colleagues to do the right 
thing. Look past politics and work 
with the CHC and pass comprehensive 
immigration reform. 

f 

CAP-AND-TAX, AN OVERDOSE OF 
NEW TAXES 

(Mr. BROUN of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
all the symptoms are clear. As a med-
ical doctor, I rise today to diagnose the 
Obama administration and the major-
ity leadership in this Congress with an 
addiction to raising taxes. 

According to the Wall Street Jour-
nal, the Obama budget calls for more 
than $1.1 trillion in new taxes over the 
course of the next decade, including 
$646 billion in new taxes for their cap- 
and-tax scheme alone. 

Cap-and-tax will raise the American 
family’s energy costs by more than 
$3,100 each year. That amounts to the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
our Nation. 

Cap-and-tax is an overdose of new 
taxes. And mark my words, it will lead 
to catastrophic consequences. Experts 
almost unanimously agree that the 
cap-and-tax will destroy millions of 
jobs and devastate our economy, all of 
this while having marginal, if any, im-
pact on global emissions. 

I urge my colleagues and the Amer-
ican people to stand up against these 
tax increases and oppose this legisla-
tion. 

f 

CLEAN ENERGY JOBS 

(Ms. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Last week, the 
House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee reached an agreement on the 
framework for transforming our econ-
omy for decades to come while saving 
the planet in the process, which should 
be all of our goal. Before the end of the 
year, we hope to pass comprehensive 
energy and job-creating legislation to 
make clean, American energy available 
for all of us. The clean energy jobs plan 
is the next step to create millions of 
American jobs in clean energy, effi-
ciency, modernization, and a smart 
electrical grid. 

Energy, as a matter, is critical to our 
own national security and to our self- 
determination to stop our overarching 
dependence on foreign oil. And in terms 
of our environment with the same suc-
cessful bipartisan American solution 
that we use to fight acid rain, we can 

crack down on the persistent polluters 
who damage our air and water. 

The time for clean energy legislation 
is now. It will create millions of jobs, 
reduce our dependency on foreign oil, 
and it will retool America’s industries. 

f 

FRANK LARISON: ONCE A MARINE, 
ALWAYS A MARINE 

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, there 
is no such thing as a former marine. 
Once marines leave the military, they 
are still marines at heart, soul, and pa-
triotic zeal. 

One such marine is Frank Larison, 
who served in Vietnam—14 years in the 
military. 

The 58-year-old combat veteran lives 
in Lake Highlands in Dallas, Texas. 
Like many marines, he has Marine 
bumper stickers and decals on his vehi-
cle. But the homeowners’ association 
claims the stickers are advertising, 
which is prohibited under deed restric-
tions. 

Marine Larison has been told to re-
move the stickers or face fines or tow-
ing. Larison is not retreating from this 
battle. Marine Larison has, in the 
unique Marine vocabulary, ‘‘politely’’ 
refused to peel off any of the red and 
gold Marine decals. Larison told a Dal-
las reporter, ‘‘I’m not advertising. I’m 
just proud to have served my country.’’ 

Marine Larison will win his fight 
with the association because freedom 
of speech is still sacred in America 
whether the association likes it or not. 
There is nothing like a U.S. Marine. 
They are a breed of their own. They are 
truly unique, proud Americans. The as-
sociation picked the wrong person to 
do battle with, a U.S. Marine. Semper 
fi, Frank Larison. Semper fi. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

ASIAN PACIFIC AMERICAN 
HERITAGE MONTH 

(Ms. TITUS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, this past 
Saturday, I had the honor and pleasure 
of participating in a wonderful Asian 
Pacific American Heritage Month cele-
bration. It featured native songs and 
dances, beautiful flowers and costumes 
and excellent food from around Asia. 
The event was sponsored by the Clark 
County Asian American Democratic 
Caucus under the able leadership of 
Sanje Sedera and Raheela Haq. Com-
munity advocates were honored and 
scholarships were awarded. 

Asian Americans are the fastest 
growing minority group in Nevada and 
are becoming an increasingly powerful 
and positive force in our society, our 
economics, and our political scene. We 
welcome their valuable contributions 
and honor their delightfully rich cul-
tural traditions. 
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A THREE-PRONGED APPROACH TO 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

(Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. 
Speaker, I know that we deal with a lot 
of important issues here in Congress, 
but there is probably no issue that is 
more personal and important to mil-
lions of moms across the country than 
health care. When your son or daughter 
is sick, there is nothing more impor-
tant than making sure that they get 
better. And many women all across 
this country who are taking care of 
their elderly parents or in-laws are 
often consumed with countless tests 
and doctors’ appointments and wres-
tling with insurance companies and 
Medicare. 

As we address health care, what does 
every American deserve? What does 
every mom demand? 

First is to have access to doctors and 
nurses you know and trust. The doctor- 
patient relationship is one of the most 
important relationships in our coun-
try, and it is really the foundation of 
our health care system. 

Second is to protect the high quality 
of health care that we have enjoyed. 
We have been the innovators. We have 
been the ones that have been doing the 
research to cure new diseases, and we 
really have been the envy of the world. 

Third is to reduce health care costs. 
This must be at the heart of reform. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to work-
ing with Republicans and Democrats to 
address this issue. 

f 

THE HUMAN RIGHTS CONDITION IN 
VIETNAM 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, as the co-chair of 
the Congressional Caucus on Vietnam, 
I continue to be concerned about the 
human rights condition in Vietnam. 
Despite their membership in the World 
Trade Organization and being granted 
permanent normal trade relation sta-
tus, Vietnam continues to deny their 
citizens their fundamental human 
rights and political liberties. 

The Government of Vietnam con-
tinues to restrict Internet access and 
goes as far as to imprison those who 
would use the Internet to challenge the 
Communist Party. 

The United States must be a leading 
advocate for human rights. And we 
must make it clear to governments 
like those of Vietnam that it is unac-
ceptable to deny people their basic 
human rights. I hope, especially under 
this new administration, that Congress 
will be able to work together and to re-
commit itself to fighting for the rights 
of the Vietnamese people. 

This weekend, our Orange County 
delegation will have the honor of wel-

coming the United States Ambassador 
to Vietnam to our community. And the 
delegation looks forward to continuing 
to work with the Department of State 
to make human rights a priority. 

f 

THE NATIONAL ENERGY TAX 
PLAN 

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, despite ris-
ing gas prices across the country, 
Democrats in Washington continue to 
push for a national energy tax that will 
make the pain at the pump even worse. 
Just 1 year ago, gas prices made their 
steady rise to over $4 a gallon. A return 
to record gas prices would be especially 
harmful during the current economic 
recession. But that is not deterring 
Democrats from moving forward with 
their national energy tax plan. 

Representative JOHN DINGELL, a 
Democrat from Michigan, said it best 
when he said, ‘‘nobody in this country 
realizes that cap-and-trade is a tax, 
and a great big one.’’ Republicans in 
Congress realized this startling reality, 
and the American people are beginning 
to as well. 

Over the past week, Republicans held 
energy summits in Pittsburgh, Indian-
apolis, and San Luis Obispo in Cali-
fornia. These summits provide an im-
portant opportunity to explain to the 
American people the devastating con-
sequences of the Democrats’ national 
energy tax plan and to craft better en-
ergy solutions. The American people 
don’t want the Democrats’ national en-
ergy tax. They want and deserve en-
ergy independence. 

f 

b 1030 

CONGRATULATING THE 2009 GRAD-
UATES OF NORTH FOREST HIGH 
SCHOOL IN HOUSTON, TEXAS 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise this morning to support 
the graduating class of North Forest 
High School in Houston, Texas, the 
2009 graduating class, a school district, 
the North Forest Independent School 
District, that suffered the ravages of 
Hurricane Rita, and then right on the 
heels of Hurricane Rita came Hurri-
cane Ike and destroyed many of the 
buildings of that particular school dis-
trict. Then Forestbrook High School 
suffered heinous acts by vandals who 
destroyed the school and caused the 
school district to have to close one of 
its high schools. So today the grad-
uating class will be the merger of those 
two high schools, and boy have they 
united. 

I’m honored to be their guest speak-
er. And because of that, Mr. Speaker, I 
will miss some legislative initiatives. 
But I rise to support the Federal Em-
ployees Paid Parental Leave Act. I 

would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on the rule, 
‘‘aye’’ on final passage, and I would 
have voted ‘‘aye’’ on two amendments, 
Mr. GREEN and Mr. BRIGHT of Alabama. 
And then, as well, I would have voted 
‘‘no’’ on the gentleman’s amendment 
from California, Mr. ISSA. 

But the main point is to recognize 
that I am going to salute these stu-
dents because they deserve it. They’ve 
overcome adversity. Congratulations 
to the North Forest High School Class 
of 2009. 

f 

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND 
REINVESTMENT ACT 

(Mrs. DAHLKEMPER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. DAHLKEMPER. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the first acts of the 111th Con-
gress was to enact the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act, historic 
legislation to jump start our economy 
and create good-paying jobs. 

The Recovery Act money is being al-
located at a pace of almost $1 billion a 
week. And I’m pleased to say that 
we’re already seeing positive effects of 
the Recovery Act in my district, Penn-
sylvania’s Third. 

While times are still very difficult 
for many families struggling to make 
ends meet, we have seen a glimmer of 
some encouraging news in recent days. 
During the month of April, Erie Coun-
ty’s unemployment rate stabilized for 
the first time in months. And in neigh-
boring Crawford County, the unem-
ployment rate actually fell. This is the 
result of the targeted, job-creating in-
vestments in our Nation’s science, 
clean energy, education, health care 
and transportation infrastructure 
through the Recovery Act. 

Certainly there is more work to be 
done. And as the Recovery Act con-
tinues to take effect, we must renew 
our commitment to continue to create 
the good-paying jobs that will stay 
here in the United States. 

f 

PRIVILEGED REPORT ON RESOLU-
TION OF INQUIRY REGARDING 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, from 
the Committee on Homeland Security, 
submitted a privileged report (Rept. 
No. 111–134) on the resolution (H. Res. 
404) of inquiry directing the Secretary 
of Homeland Security to transmit to 
the House of Representatives, not later 
than 14 days after the date of the adop-
tion of this resolution, copies of docu-
ments relating to the Department of 
Homeland Security Intelligence As-
sessment titled, ‘‘Rightwing Extre-
mism: Current Economic and Political 
Climate Fueling Resurgence in 
Radicalization and Recruitment,’’ 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 

OF H.R. 2200, TRANSPORTATION 
SECURITY ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORIZATION ACT 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 474 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 474 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2200) to au-
thorize the Transportation Security Admin-
istration’s programs relating to the provi-
sion of transportation security, and for other 
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Homeland Security. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. It shall be in order to 
consider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Homeland 
Security now printed in the bill. The com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read. All points 
of order against the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute are waived ex-
cept those arising under clause 10 of rule 
XXI. Notwithstanding clause 11 of rule 
XVIII, no amendment to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be in order except those printed in the 
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each such amend-
ment may be offered only in the order print-
ed in the report, may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. All points of order 
against such amendments are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. 
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill 
for amendment the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted. Any 
Member may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. 
PERLMUTTER) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ- 
BALART). All time yielded is for pur-
poses of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. I ask unanimous 

consent that all Members be given 5 

legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks on House Resolu-
tion 474. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. House Resolution 474 provides 
for consideration of H.R. 2200, the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion Authorization Act of 2009. This 
legislation is a much-needed fix to an 
agency tasked with maintaining secu-
rity in some of our most important fa-
cilities. The urgency is clear, espe-
cially since many programs under TSA 
have not been altered or revised since 
their original authorization in the 
Aviation and Transportation Security 
Act passed immediately after the at-
tacks on September 11, 2001. 

Since that time, we have seen threats 
against our transportation systems 
change dramatically. We’ve seen at-
tacks against rail and mass transit sys-
tems in London, Madrid and Mombai. 
As a result, this legislation broadens 
the focus of TSA to address more than 
just aviation security, which, for years, 
received an overwhelming majority of 
funding and manpower. 

So this bill triples the funding for 
surface transportation systems. I’m 
pleased to say this increased attention 
to surface transportation is done in 
consultation with consumer groups to 
ensure security provided at subway 
stations and other facilities does not 
turn the daily commute into a daily 
mess. 

In addition, we create a much-needed 
position of Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Surface Transportation to give a 
voice to that component of TSA. 

Another significant advance in this 
bill is its risk assessment allocation 
method. According to the FAA, there 
are 561 certified airports in the United 
States, including commercial and gen-
eral aviation. Moreover, there is an un-
told number of bus terminals, subway 
stations, and rail facilities in the 
United States. The security of the 
American people demands TSA’s lim-
ited resources be directed toward the 
modes and facilities which face the 
greatest risk. 

This bill directs the TSA adminis-
trator to adopt a policy whereby fund-
ing is allocated based upon risk, not 
merely based on population or some 
other criteria. 

Regarding aviation security, the bill 
provides for a strengthened perimeter 
security program at our Nation’s air-
ports. It also provides a pilot program 
for biometric identification access sys-
tems at seven airports for airport em-
ployees. And in many cases, security 
experts have found canines can provide 
unparalleled detection of narcotics and 
explosive materials. So this bill pro-
vides for 250 canine detection teams, 
and an amendment by Representative 
DOC HASTINGS of Washington will pro-
vide for even more. 

There are plenty of other positive 
steps this legislation makes. But what 
I believe is most important about this 
bill is the way it has made its way 
through the House. The bill has been 
developed over several months with a 
great amount of input from majority 
and minority Members, labor and busi-
ness and independent analysis. The bill 
passed out of the Homeland Security 
Committee without any dissenting 
votes, and as it comes to the floor, 14 
substantive amendments will be de-
bated. Of those 14, eight are Republican 
amendments and six, obviously, are 
from the Democratic side. 

I had the privilege to serve on Home-
land Security, Mr. Speaker, and it is 
with pride that I say I found that com-
mittee to be among the most bipar-
tisan committees in the House of Rep-
resentatives. The efforts by Chairman 
THOMPSON and Ranking Member KING 
to work for the protection of the 
United States work well within the 
committee and allow for bipartisan ef-
fort from both sides. 

The rule will provide for ample de-
bate on this important bill and allow 
Members to vote on many proposals to 
improve it. This bill is a great example 
of bipartisan cooperation to address a 
problem our Nation wishes us to ad-
dress. The security of our Nation’s pas-
sengers require sensible solutions, and 
this bill provides them just that. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule and 
the underlying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Mr. Speaker, first I’d like to 
thank my friend, the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. PERLMUTTER) for the 
time. And I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

First, Mr. Speaker, if I may, I’d like 
to remember and ask the House to re-
call that today is June 4. Twenty years 
ago a massacre occurred in Beijing. 
Thousands of students and other pro- 
democracy activists were murdered. 
Subsequently, they were rounded up, 
those who had not been murdered, who 
had been in the square, and thrown in 
dungeons and tortured. And so it’s been 
20 years, but we cannot forget. 

The regime is still in power there. 
They haven’t had much reason to re-
gret their murders and their system-
atic oppression of the people. But over 
you, in something that distinguishes 
this Congress, we read the words ‘‘In 
God We Trust.’’ And I do. I trust that 
justice will be done, and that those 
who committed the murders at 
Tiananmen Square in June of 1989 will 
be brought to justice. We can never for-
get, Mr. Speaker. 

With regard to the rule being brought 
forth today, bringing forth important 
legislation to the floor today, in order 
to protect our transportation systems 
after the cowardly attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, Congress passed and 
President Bush signed into law on No-
vember 19, 2001, the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act. That leg-
islation created the Transportation Se-
curity Administration, TSA, improving 
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aviation security and restoring public 
confidence in air travel. 

The underlying legislation that’s 
being brought forth today for consider-
ation by the Congress, by this rule, au-
thorizes $7.6 billion in appropriations 
for the TSA during the fiscal year 2010, 
and provides a 6 percent across-the- 
board increase for fiscal year 2011. 

b 1045 

In their report to Congress, the 9/11 
Commission criticized the existing 
process for allocation of Federal home-
land security grants. The report rec-
ommended that, ‘‘Homeland security 
assistance should be based strictly on 
an assessment of risks and vulnerabili-
ties,’’ and that the distribution of the 
grants ‘‘should not remain a program 
for general revenue sharing.’’ I have 
long worked to make certain that 
homeland security assistance follows 
the recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission and that funds are distributed 
through risk-based assessments. As 
such, I am pleased that this legislation 
requires TSA to update Congress on its 
implementation of a risk-based system 
for allocating security resources. 

The underlying legislation would es-
tablish an Aviation Security Advisory 
Committee to assist and make rec-
ommendations to the Secretary with 
issues pertaining to aviation security. 
It also establishes an Air Cargo Work-
ing Group to provide recommendations 
for the implementation of the cargo 
screening initiatives proposed by the 
TSA to meet the 100 percent air cargo 
screening mandates set forth in the 
‘‘Implementing Recommendations of 
the 9/11 Commission Act.’’ 

I am pleased there is a provision that 
provides for the reimbursement of air-
ports that took the initiative and used 
their own funding to install explosive 
detection systems after the September 
11 terrorist attacks. Those airports in-
stalled the systems after receiving as-
surances from the Federal Government 
that they would be reimbursed for 
these expensive yet very important 
protection systems. Unfortunately, 
after all these years, we’re still waiting 
for the Federal Government to provide 
the promised reimbursement. I con-
gratulate our colleague, Mr. BILIRAKIS, 
for having this important provision in-
cluded in the legislation. 

While I plan to support the under-
lying legislation, Mr. Speaker, I must 
express concerns that the legislation 
was really rushed to the floor by the 
majority. On such an important issue 
as the safety of our transportation sys-
tems, one would think the majority 
would want the input of the very agen-
cy affected by the legislation. And yet 
it decided it was more important to 
move forward than to wait until the 
administration, the new administra-
tion, had selected a TSA administrator 
who could provide Congress the nec-
essary input and new ideas on how Con-
gress can improve the agency. So the 
majority, it can be said, used excessive 
haste to rush the bill to the floor. 

On Thursday, May 14, the majority 
announced that the House would con-
sider the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration reauthorization bill the 
week of May 18. However, at the time 
of the announcement, the legislative 
language of the bill was nowhere to be 
found. 

The majority kept the text, as you 
know upon which amendments are 
based or can be based, hidden under 
lock and key until late on Monday, 
May 18. And just as they released the 
text, they set a hard and fast deadline 
of 5 p.m. on Wednesday, May 20, for 
Members to submit their amendments. 
What this did was give Members, in ef-
fect, one business day to read the legis-
lation that reauthorizes the TSA and 
draft and submit amendments. The ma-
jority justified their short amendment 
deadline by saying that the Rules Com-
mittee was going to meet the next day, 
Thursday, to report a rule for amend-
ments, with the idea that the bill 
would be on the floor on Friday, May 
22. 

But the House decided to leave for 
the Memorial Day district work period 
on Thursday evening, without consid-
ering the TSA bill, and rather than al-
lowing Members more time to review 
the bill, the majority pushed ahead, 
eliminating the opportunity for Mem-
bers to further review the legislation 
and propose amendments to improve it. 

I bring this up, Mr. Speaker, because 
it is not an anomaly on the majority’s 
part, but it’s business as usual. Since 
the majority took power in Congress in 
January 2007, Members have been given 
an average of one business day or less 
to submit amendments than we did 
when we were in the majority. 

And that’s important because it’s im-
portant for people here representing 
their constituents to have time to read 
legislation before having to introduce 
amendments to try to improve the leg-
islation. 

I am pleased that the majority 
agreed to allow an amendment that I 
introduced in the Rules Committee for 
consideration. However, there were 
other amendments from Members on 
both sides of the aisle that were 
blocked. 

For example, the majority blocked 
an amendment by Representative 
SOUDER that would require the TSA to 
place all of the detainees held at the 
Guantanamo Bay detention facility on 
the no-fly list, an amendment that I’m 
sure would have overwhelming support 
on the floor. 

So I would simply urge the majority 
to allow an open process, as it prom-
ised in its campaign, and not just on 
noncontroversial legislation such as 
this one. This is legislation, in terms of 
the merits of the legislation, it was 
brought forth in a bipartisan manner 
within the committee. The chairman, 
Mr. THOMPSON, is known to work in a 
very respectful and bipartisan manner 
with all of the members of his com-
mittee, and I think all of us are grate-
ful for that and commend him for it. 

So I would urge, though, that not 
only on noncontroversial legislation 
but also on upcoming, for example, 
health care and climate change legisla-
tion, that openness be allowed in the 
House. It’s important. It’s, I think, re-
quired by the spirit of the democratic 
process. So both of these upcoming 
pieces of legislation, energy, health 
care, they will obviously have far- 
reaching consequences for our con-
stituents and for the economy, and so I 
would hope that on such important 
issues the majority does not block the 
opportunity for Members of the House 
to bring forth their amendments seek-
ing to improve the legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 

appreciate the comments of my friend 
from Florida. I think they would have 
more weight on maybe another bill 
than this one, where clearly there has 
been bipartisan effort from the very be-
ginning. The bill has been in the works 
for a long time, and it passed out of the 
committee without objection. 

So with that, I would yield 5 minutes 
to the chairman of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee, Mr. BENNIE THOMPSON 
of Mississippi. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to support the rule for 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration Authorization Act, H.R. 2200. I 
would also like to thank my colleague, 
Mr. PERLMUTTER from Colorado, who 
until this session was a member of that 
committee and is eminently qualified 
to talk about homeland security issues. 

As I stated, this rule reflects a bipar-
tisan rule process in which more than 
half of the proposed amendments were 
made in order. And more than half of 
the amendments, Mr. Speaker, that we 
are considering today are sponsored by 
my Republican colleagues. 

H.R. 2200 is the first authorization 
bill for all of the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration since TSA was es-
tablished in 2001. It authorizes over 
$15.6 billion in appropriations to the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion for fiscal year 2010 and 2011. 

The product of months of bipartisan 
negotiations, H.R. 2200 was drafted 
with significant contributions from 
both Democratic and Republican mem-
bers of the committee, industry stake-
holders, labor representatives, the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office, and the 
Department of Homeland Security In-
spector General’s office. 

With the change in administration, 
TSA is at a crossroads. It has to decide 
how to allocate its resources going for-
ward and who it wants to be. 

For the first 8 years, TSA acted like 
the Aviation Security Administration 
more than a Transportation Security 
Administration. This bill takes impor-
tant steps to bring greater resources 
and support for the much-neglected 
surface transportation security mis-
sion. 

On the aviation side, this bill greatly 
improves aviation security, and not 
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only commercial aviation but also gen-
eral aviation. Specifically, the bill es-
tablishes an Aviation Security Advi-
sory Committee, an Air Cargo Working 
Group, and a General Aviation Secu-
rity Working Group to ensure robust 
and meaningful stakeholder input. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, in the area of gen-
eral aviation, the bill authorizes $10 
million for a new grant program to en-
hance perimeter security, airfield secu-
rity, and terminal security at general 
aviation facilities. And I fully support 
and believe this provision will be 
strengthened even more with the pas-
sage of an amendment that the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) is ex-
pected to offer. It will require the 
issuance of these grants to be competi-
tive and risk-based. The allocation of 
scarce Federal funds, specifically those 
from TSA, should be based on risk. 
Section 102 of the bill actually requires 
TSA to report to Congress on the ex-
tent to which it is allocating transpor-
tation security resources on the basis 
of risk. 

The bill, Mr. Speaker, also is for-
ward-looking and makes great strides, 
most notably with respect to bio-
metrics. During the recess, I had the 
opportunity to observe how other coun-
tries are using biometric technology to 
increase security. I strongly believe 
that greater deployment of biometric 
equipment can help to address some of 
our most vexing security challenges. 
This is why I am pleased to include a 
provision authorizing the development 
of a biometric system for law enforce-
ment officers who fly armed. 

This bill, Mr. Speaker, also includes 
provisions on the Registered Traveler 
and Transportation Worker Identifica-
tion Credential programs, TSA’s two 
main biometric programs. 

Another amendment that the rule 
makes in order is sponsored by my 
good friend from North Carolina, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD. The amendment would 
enhance the underlying bill by adding 
facial and iris recognition to TSA’s bi-
ometric toolbox. 

On the surface transportation side, 
this bill enhances surface transpor-
tation security by authorizing a tri-
pling of funding over fiscal year 2009. 
These new resources would help sup-
port a newly created Surface Transpor-
tation Security Inspection Office. This 
office would be responsible for training 
and managing inspectors that work in 
the field and assist surface transpor-
tation operators with security inspec-
tions. 

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, this bill 
authorizes 300 more surface transpor-
tation security inspectors over the 
next 2 years and Visible Intermodal 
Prevention and Response Teams, called 
VIPER teams, to do security oper-
ations in mass transit and other sur-
face systems. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I yield the gen-
tleman 2 more minutes. 

b 1100 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

Thank you, Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H.R. 2200 also authorizes the creation 

of a Transit Security Advisory Com-
mittee, or TSAC, a Passenger Carrier 
Security Working Group, and a Freight 
Rail Security Working Group to pro-
vide robust stakeholder input to TSA 
on security policies that impact this 
sector. Given TSA’s limited experience 
in this sector, I would expect it to be 
relying heavily on these groups. 

Another major provision that I was 
particularly pleased to include would 
streamline the security licensing for 
truckers. Ms. JACKSON-LEE, lead spon-
sor of this bill, and I have been work-
ing with our committee colleague, Mr. 
LUNGREN, for years on this issue, and 
finally we have a vehicle to move key 
provisions in the SAFE Trucker Act. 
These provisions address redundant 
background security checks which we 
have learned are draining of financial 
resources on transportation workers. 

I’m committed to marking up H.R. 
1881, the Transportation Security 
Workforce Enhancement Act of 2009, 
later this summer, which will provide 
collective bargaining rights for the 
TSA workforce. To me, the unfinished 
business of the 9/11 Act was the grant-
ing of these rights to the men and 
women who are the backbone of TSA. 
I’m hopeful that these changes in the 
White House and at the front office at 
DHS will ensure that we are successful 
this time around. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I ask my col-
leagues to support the rule and the un-
derlying bill. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, it’s my pleasure 
to yield 5 minutes to a distinguished 
colleague who works ceaselessly for the 
security of the American people. Unfor-
tunately, a very important amendment 
that he came to the Rules Committee 
on to be made in order, was denied on 
a party line vote by the majority, the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 

Mr. SOUDER. I thank the gentleman 
and my friend from Florida for yielding 
time. I speak in opposition to the rule. 
I want to thank Chairman THOMPSON, 
Subcommittee Chair SHEILA JACKSON- 
LEE for their bipartisan effort. In fact, 
this is a bipartisan bill and one that 
there’s really no fundamental reason to 
vote against. 

In fact, some of the amendments 
we’re voting on today, such as people 
being able to retrieve their cell phones, 
are very nice. The one on people with 
hip replacements is very important to 
me. I have three of the four biggest or-
thopedic companies in the United 
States—in fact, in the world—in my 
district. And Chairman OBERSTAR and 
others who go through the machinery 
with hip replacements have concern on 
how we do that. 

But, you know, it doesn’t matter 
very much if you can find your cell 
phone or get through security easier if 
you die. And one of the problems here 
is I had offered an amendment before 

the Rules Committee that would have 
had added an important layer of secu-
rity for the U.S. commercial aviation 
to the TSA Authorization Act. Unfor-
tunately, on a party line vote my 
amendment was not made in order. 

My amendment was very simple. In 
fact, I was shocked. I thought the de-
bate in committee was going to be 
whether we were going to ask for just 
a voice vote or a recorded vote to make 
sure everybody was recorded. Instead, 
it was challenged. So I brought it to 
the committee. 

It’s very simple. It requires TSA to 
place any detainees held at Guanta-
namo Bay on the No Fly List. Now I 
think they ought to stay at Guanta-
namo, but it looks like I have lost that 
debate. 

They may be coming in the United 
States. We have released some around 
the world. Many of them have already 
committed terrorist acts since then or 
reaffiliated. 

But whether you agree with it or not, 
it seems so simple and fundamental 
that, if they’re released in America, 
they ought to go on a No Fly List. For 
crying out loud, we have all kinds of 
people on the No Fly List. Why would 
we not automatically place somebody 
who is released in the United States on 
the No Fly List? 

It is essential that we guarantee the 
security of the American people. The 
TSA Authorization bill is one of the 
first opportunities we have to take 
meaningful steps to ensure that any 
Gitmo detainee released in the United 
States is a threat to the American pub-
lic and doesn’t get on an airplane. 

My amendment closes a potential 
terrorist loophole. Actually, it’s not a 
loophole. It’s a fly hole. It is so huge 
that it puts all of us at risk. 

I offered this amendment during 
committee markup. Unfortunately, it 
was gutted by a second degree amend-
ment. It wasn’t compromised, it wasn’t 
changed. Basically, it went right back 
to the current policy we have. It was 
totally gutted. 

The Gitmo prisoners released in the 
United States may or may not be added 
to the No Fly List under this bill. It’s 
an interesting thing. There’s an option 
that they could be added to the No Fly 
List, but there’s no guarantee under 
this bill. It was not a compromise 
amendment. It was a gutting amend-
ment. 

So the committee never had a choice 
of whether to vote. They voted unani-
mously on the majority side to not 
allow my amendment to be voted on 
and gutted it, saying it would be up in 
the air. 

The transfer or release of any of 
these detainees is a matter of home-
land security. We need to have a seri-
ous debate about whether it’s appro-
priate to bring them on U.S. soil, 
where they will be kept, what will hap-
pen if they’re released in the United 
States. But even the President’s own 
administration has noted that any 
Gitmo detainees released in the United 
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States would need additional security 
and monitoring. 

In May, Homeland Security Sec-
retary Janet Napolitano stated before 
the Committee on Homeland Security 
that DHS would take efforts ‘‘to ensure 
that Americans are confident in their 
safety’’ and recognized that the De-
partment had a role ‘‘to provide infor-
mation on what protections are needed 
in the homeland should Gitmo detain-
ees be released.’’ 

That same day, FBI Director Robert 
Mueller testified before Congress that 
bringing Gitmo detainees into the U.S., 
even to maximum security prisons, 
poses significant security risks, includ-
ing radicalization of other inmates. 

All I’m asking is they be placed on a 
No Fly List. Why wouldn’t we? Maybe 
my amendment should have said at 
least they get denied an aisle seat. I 
mean, I don’t understand this at all. 

Despite earlier confirmation by De-
fense Secretary Gates that the Chinese 
Uyghurs would be released in the U.S. 
as soon as the final details are com-
plete, the Solicitor General filed a brief 
with the Supreme Court on Friday ar-
guing that these individuals should not 
be brought into the United States since 
they are associated with a terrorist 
group. They were associated with the 
East Turkistan Islamic Movement and 
they were funded and trained by al 
Qaeda in Afghanistan, yet they were 
going to release these 11 in northern 
Virginia so they could get on the air-
planes going out of Reagan Airport. 
What is wrong with this? We need a 
guarantee that that’s not going to hap-
pen. 

Despite the concerns of the public 
and the uncertainty within his own ad-
ministration, the President is forging 
ahead with a plan to bring some of 
these detainees to the United States. 
Even if they are transferred from 
Gitmo to a U.S. prison, they could fall 
under constitutional protections allow-
ing for their release. And this is a very 
real possibility with existing prece-
dent. Then it will be even harder to put 
them on a No Fly List. 

Based on a Supreme Court ruling, 
DHS is forced to release illegal aliens, 
including many dangerous ones, after 
180 days. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I yield 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. SOUDER. How can we be assured 
that Gitmo detainees will be treated 
differently? The simplest way to do 
this is to say you will automatically be 
placed on a No Fly List. No debate. 
You’re automatically on there if you 
are a detainee. 

The detainees held at Gitmo are not 
low-risk, innocent people. They are 
they worst of the worst. Most of the 
Gitmo detainees are violent radicals, 
hardened on the battlefield and willing 
to die or kill for their cause. 

According to DOD, 74 of the 530 trans-
ferred from Gitmo are confirmed or 
suspected to have returned to the bat-

tlefield since we have released them. 
Some have carried out attacks. This 
includes Abdallah Saleh al-Ajimi. 
Ajimi was arrested along the Pakistan- 
Afghan border in December 2001, fight-
ing alongside al Qaeda. He was trans-
ferred from Gitmo to Kuwait in No-
vember 2005. In 2008, he joined several 
others in a suicide bombing in Iraq, 
killing more than a dozen people. 

This is somebody who was released 
from Gitmo, one of the early releasees. 
The ones we have now, we would deem 
not safe enough to release. This is 
somebody who we released. 

According to the Department of De-
fense, ‘‘He was apparently living a pro-
ductive life in Kuwait. It was unknown 
what motivated him to conduct a sui-
cide attack.’’ 

In this second poster, this is Said Ali 
al-Shihri. Shihri was captured in Paki-
stan in December 2001. He was trans-
ferred from Gitmo to Saudi Arabia in 
November 2007. He fled to Yemen, de-
claring himself the deputy director of 
al Qaeda in Yemen, and is a prime sus-
pect in the December 2008 bombing of 
the U.S. Embassy in Yemen. 

This is one we released. This is not 
one of the 530 who we’re still holding 
because they were too dangerous to re-
lease. 

The security concerns and lack of a 
clear plan from this administration 
demonstrate an absolutely clear need 
for proactive restrictions on detainee 
freedom to travel within the U.S. 
should they be transferred here. Con-
gress must play an active role in ensur-
ing that any detainees released in U.S. 
communities do not pose a threat. 

A Gallup Poll released this week 
found that by a ratio of 3:1, respond-
ents oppose moving detainees to the 
U.S. prisons. I don’t think we need a 
poll to find out whether they want 
them next to them on an airplane. In 
Indiana, we have an expression: You 
can count them on one hand and have 
enough fingers left to bowl. 

Other than people in Congress, I 
can’t imagine anybody who wants 
these people who are released on planes 
next to them. They make a mockery of 
‘‘Fly the Friendly Skies.’’ One slogan 
is ‘‘Fly with Friends.’’ Another slogan 
is ‘‘Lower Fares, Fewer Restrictions.’’ 

I mean, think of the airline slogans 
with this. My favorite is Delta says, 
‘‘Delta Gets You There.’’ They’re going 
to need to add, ‘‘Maybe.’’ 

If we don’t have this protection, we 
are vulnerable. This is a matter of na-
tional security. As important as this 
bill is, as important as these amend-
ments are, our number one responsi-
bility is guaranteed safety. 

I do not understand. I simply do not 
understand why my friends on the ma-
jority side don’t even want to have a 
vote to say, not keep them in prison, 
not keep them in Guantanamo. This is 
about a vote should they automatically 
be placed on the No Fly List. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 
how much time on each side remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado has 181⁄2 minutes 

remaining. The gentleman from Flor-
ida has 101⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Thank you. I’d 
say to my friend from Indiana, I appre-
ciate his concerns, and virtually every-
thing that he is concerned about is in 
the bill. And I think it’s important 
that I read from section 405, found on 
page 87, where it says, ‘‘The Assistant 
Secretary, in coordination with the 
Terrorist Screening Center, shall in-
clude on the No Fly List any individual 
who was a detainee housed at the 
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, 
on or after January 1, 2009, after a final 
disposition has been issued by the 
President. 

‘‘For purposes of this clause, the 
term ‘detainee’ means an individual in 
the custody or under the physical con-
trol of the United States as a result of 
armed conflict.’’ 

So virtually everything he talked 
about is in this bill already, and that’s 
why the bill came out of Homeland Se-
curity without opposition. 

With that, I yield 5 minutes to the 
chairwoman of the Subcommittee on 
Transportation Security, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank 
the manager of the bill, and I also 
thank him for his knowledge as a very 
able member formerly of the Homeland 
Security Committee and Sub-
committee on Transportation Security, 
Mr. PERLMUTTER, for his continued in-
terest. 

I also would like to rise to support 
the rule and, of course, the underlying 
bill and to acknowledge the chairman 
of the full committee, Mr. THOMPSON, 
and the ranking member of the full 
committee, Mr. KING, and my ranking 
member, Mr. DENT. This is truly a bi-
partisan effort. 

The act is a product of months of ne-
gotiation, give-and-take, including Re-
publican stakeholders, labor organiza-
tions, and industry groups, the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, and the 
Department of Homeland Security’s In-
spector General’s office. 

It provides a new look and a new face 
to surface transportation security en-
hancements and particularly addresses 
the concerns of 9/11 from the point of 
view of having a comprehensive secu-
rity program for the United States of 
America. 

I am glad that it increases by three 
times the FY 2009 funding for surface 
transportation security. It authorizes 
an additional 200 surface transpor-
tation security inspectors for FY 2010, 
and an additional 100 inspectors for FY 
2011. 

It establishes the Surface Transpor-
tation Security Inspection Office with-
in TSA to train and manage inspectors 
to conduct and assist for security ac-
tivities in surface transportation sys-
tems. And I’m glad that it creates a 
Transit Security Advisory Committee 
to facilitate stakeholder input to TSA 
on surface transportation policy. 

Every morning, millions of Ameri-
cans rise and go to work on surface 
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transportation facilities, and yet we 
have not paid the attention necessary 
to ensure that when we talk about a 
comprehensive security for this Na-
tion, we truly mean comprehensive. 

I am glad for the fact that we now 
have our eye on surface transportation. 
The men and women who use com-
muter rail, the men and women who 
use subways and undergrounds and ele-
vated rail systems like in our older cit-
ies can at least experience the idea 
that we are concerned. 

I traveled to Mumbai, India, to see 
the ravaging, if you will, of the ter-
rorist acts that occurred around 
Thanksgiving of 2008. This is a bill 
overdue. 

I’m delighted, of course, that we have 
moved on some issues dealing with air-
port security and screening enhance-
ments. I’m delighted that we have di-
rected TSA to develop a strategic, risk- 
based plan to enhance security of air-
port perimeter access controls. I am al-
ways so glad that we’re paying atten-
tion to general aviation, and my sub-
committee will hold a hearing on that 
as we move forward to extend the secu-
rity of general aviation. 

But also in this bill, in particular, we 
deal with security of the perimeter of 
airports. We provide flight training, 
self-defense training for our cabin offi-
cers, if you will, our flight attendants. 
It’s long overdue. It’s an issue that I 
have worked on for a number of years, 
and it is in this bill, where our flight 
attendants are being trained. And we 
have a wonderful compromise and 
working relationship with our airlines 
and the flight attendants. 

Also, we have found that we have 
been slowed in technology. There are a 
multitude of devices that have been 
created to secure America. But the 
science and technology department or 
area of the Department of Homeland 
Security has been slow in producing, if 
you will, the approval for these tech-
nologies. 

In this bill we now have a process, a 
roadmap, if you will, for our inventive-
ness so that these particular products, 
many of them coming from small and 
minority and women-owned businesses, 
can follow a process, get approved, and 
provide for the security of America. 

We have enhanced the use of canine 
detection resources. And I, in fact, sup-
port the Hastings amendment that is 
in place to provide the added utiliza-
tion of canine detection teams, the 
Hastings-Rogers-Jackson-Lee amend-
ment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I yield another 
30 seconds. 
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. We are 

also very supportive of the Hastings 
from Florida amendment that, within 6 
months of enactment, requires TSA to 
submit a report to Congress on com-
plaints and claims received by TSA for 
loss of property in baggage screening 
areas. 

We have to be respectful of the idea 
of security but also of the rights of our 
particular citizens. We look forward, as 
we move forward with this bill, to 
make sure that it covers a variety of 
areas. Those areas, again, address the 
question of a Federal flight deck offi-
cer program, requiring additional 
training, and it directs TSA to develop 
a security training program for all air 
cargo. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I believe that 
we have addressed this question of both 
international and domestic air cargo 
by suggesting that we will work with 
the administration to make sure that 
we have within a 2-year period 100 per-
cent screening for all of our baggage no 
matter where it comes from. 

I ask my colleagues to support the 
rule. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield again 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER), who 
is extremely concerned about this 
issue, and rightfully so. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
dealing with so many important issues 
in this bill, but there are none as im-
portant as the issue of whether the ac-
tual people getting on board with you 
are terrorists, which is the funda-
mental thing we should be concerned 
about. 

My amendment said: the Assistant 
Secretary, in coordination with the 
Terrorist Screening Center, shall in-
clude on the No Fly List any individual 
who was a detainee housed at the 
Naval Station Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, 
on or after January 1, 2009. For pur-
poses of this clause, the term ‘‘de-
tainee’’ means an individual in the cus-
tody or under the physical control of 
the United States as a result of armed 
conflict. 

That is all in the bill. So what hap-
pened in committee? I sat on com-
mittee. It was not unanimous. I ab-
stained. I supported the bill, but I 
could not support a bill with this kind 
of terrorist fly-through in it. 

The words that were added were 
‘‘after a final disposition has been 
issued by the President.’’ 

These people are all lawyered up. 
They are fighting every process to hold 
them. Many of them, probably, will 
win, partly because we don’t want to go 
into open court, having to release the 
information of how we got the informa-
tion of why they’re there, because— 
guess what? People are getting be-
headed. They’re exposing our entire 
lines of tracking information, so some 
will get out on that basis. Some will 
get out on the basis that their coun-
tries won’t take them back. 

It also says here: ‘‘the final disposi-
tion.’’ Well, if they’re released in the 
United States, lawyered up and on 
trial, I don’t want people here who are 
involved in blowing us up and who have 
been fighting and killing our soldiers. 
These people who are still there are the 
ones we haven’t already released. I ear-
lier gave examples of people who were 

released, those who have gone back in, 
meaning, already, 20 or 30 percent of 
them have been re-involved. 

Now, a final disposition can take 
anywhere from 2 years to a decade to 
forever. Then there is a final disposi-
tion by the President. Well, what if 
they’re just plain released? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I yield the gentleman an addi-
tional 2 minutes. 

Mr. SOUDER. Do you think you’re 
really going to be able to hold them if 
they’ve been released? The courts may 
very well rule we can’t even hold them 
in the United States. 

This amendment and anybody who 
goes to the legislative intent will hear 
the debate. The debate was not about 
whether or not they were all going to 
be placed on the No Fly List. The de-
bate was about whether I was pre-
judging the people who were in Gitmo. 
Legislative intent will show that this 
amendment was meant to keep some 
people from being added to the No Fly 
List. 

Any legislative intent will show that, 
in committee, the intent here was to 
say: SOUDER was trying to prejudge the 
people in Gitmo in that they shouldn’t 
be on a No Fly List and that some of 
those people should be on a No Fly 
List. It’s indisputable. It’s in the 
RECORD. 

So, unless we change the bill, this is 
a gutting amendment that does not put 
people on the No Fly List. It is current 
law which says that the President has 
the opportunity to put them on a No 
Fly List. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOUDER. I will yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. The 
gentleman is, first of all, correct in the 
severity of the question, but I do want 
the gentleman to know that it’s specu-
lation to suggest that they might be 
released. 

The language says they will be on a 
No Fly List with the final disposition 
of the President. More importantly, 
those individuals will not be holding 
visas, and they will not be holding 
passports. We have enhanced our secu-
rity internationally. It is without prob-
ability of any kind that they will be 
coming into the United States, and 
those who are under lawyering, as you 
say, will be under lawyering, hand-
cuffed and moved around the country. 
We will have this ability with your lan-
guage, which I congratulate the gen-
tleman on, as the final disposition of 
the FBI, of the CIA and of the military 
intelligence. Give us the list, and they 
will be on a No Fly List. 

Mr. SOUDER. Reclaiming my time, I 
agree with the gentlewoman. If there is 
any logic in the world, not a single per-
son here is not going to be on the No 
Fly List, but we have no assurances. 
We can’t predict what the courts are 
going to do. We can’t predict that. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. I yield the gentleman an addi-
tional 2 minutes. 

Mr. SOUDER. We can’t predict what 
any President or any Attorney General 
is going to do at any given moment. 
Even if this goes 8 to 10 years and even 
if the current President serves two 
terms, we can’t predict it. The fact is 
that my amendment predicted it. 

It says, if you are released in the 
United States, you are automatically 
on a No Fly List. There was at least 
enough risk. 

Poor Congressman JOHN LEWIS keeps 
getting on these lists, and we keep try-
ing to get him off. You can see what a 
mess sometimes our lists are. It ought 
to be, if you’re in Guantanamo—this is 
simple. We have their names. We have 
their fingerprints. We know who they 
are. We know that they are potential 
risks. Why would you resist? Just put 
them on a No Fly List. Why take the 
gamble here? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Would 
you yield for just a moment, Mr. 
SOUDER? 

Mr. SOUDER. I would yield to the 
gentlewoman. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. We are 
in agreement that these individuals are 
outrageous for the very reasons that 
you are saying. They will not be re-
leased willy-nilly into the United 
States. They will not be dispatched out 
by any court. They are going to be 
under military tribunals. The system is 
being worked out. As you well know, 
no one voted against this in the com-
mittee because we know that we have a 
process that will allow them to be on a 
No Fly List. 

Mr. SOUDER. Reclaiming my time, 
we do not know anything. The only 
way we know it is to put it into law. 
We are speculating and are hopeful. 
Logic would suggest that my amend-
ment is not needed. But in watching 
what has happened in America today, 
guess what? The American people look 
at Congress; they look at the executive 
branch, and they don’t often see com-
mon sense at times. 

Furthermore, particularly as we head 
into an era where courts are going to 
go, perhaps, more on feelings rather 
than on law, this is a risky time pe-
riod. We need to make it clear-cut—ab-
solutely—if you’re in Guantanamo. 

Now, we’ve already released a bunch, 
and a whole bunch of them are coming 
back and are hitting us. At the very 
least, if we’re not going to keep them 
in prison, if we’re not going to keep 
them in Guantanamo, at the very 
least, this Congress needs to guarantee 
you will absolutely, certainly, 100 per-
cent—not hopefully, not maybe, not 
probably—100 percent not get on an 
airplane out of Reagan Airport, sitting 
next to us, with the ability to blow up 
this Capitol building and the White 
House. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 
again, to my friend from Indiana, I 

don’t think the language in the bill 
could be any clearer about these de-
tainees and their being part of the No 
Fly List. 

I am going to now yield 2 minutes to 
my friend from New York (Ms. 
CLARKE), who is a member of the 
Homeland Security Committee. 

Ms. CLARKE. Mr. Speaker and my 
colleagues, I would like to just high-
light today section 201 of H.R. 2200, the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion Authorization Act of 2009, which 
requires the TSA to establish a system 
to verify that all cargo transported on 
passenger aircraft operated by an air 
carrier or by a foreign air carrier in-
bound to the United States be screened 
for explosives within 2 years of its en-
actment. 

Notwithstanding the contrary rhet-
oric we have heard from the opponents 
of H.R. 2200, the committee is taking 
the responsible, necessary steps to im-
plement the cargo screening require-
ment originally authorized in the 9/11 
Act by requiring that all cargo trans-
ported between the United States air-
ports on passenger planes be screened 
by August of 2010, by maintaining the 
commitment to screen inbound cargo, 
by responding in a timely manner to 
the needs of the TSA rather than tak-
ing a wait-and-see approach until 2010, 
and by dedicating the committee to re-
ceiving monthly briefings on the pro-
gram so that the necessary oversight is 
exercised to ensure that TSA will meet 
the 2010 deadline and the deadline for 
inbound cargo created by this provi-
sion. 

The previous administration’s delay 
and confusion have disadvantaged TSA 
and have necessitated this action. 

I am committed to achieving 100 per-
cent screening of all cargo transported 
on passenger planes. This is arguably 
the largest screening vulnerability 
given that all passengers, their carry- 
ons and checked baggage currently get 
screened. 

I would like to thank Chairman 
THOMPSON and Ranking Member KING 
for their vigilance and leadership, and I 
would like to thank subcommittee 
Chairwoman SHEILA JACKSON-LEE and 
the ranking member for their diligence 
and leadership on this authorization. 

As a member of the New York delega-
tion, as one who serves on this com-
mittee and as one who holds very vivid 
memories of the most devastating air-
liner-based attack on U.S. soil, I kindly 
ask my colleagues to support the rule 
of H.R. 2200 as well as the underlying 
bill. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, we reserve the 
balance of our time. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would inquire of the time remaining on 
both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado has 11 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Flor-
ida has 41⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I would like to 
yield 2 minutes to another member of 

the committee, to my friend from 
Texas (Mr. AL GREEN). 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Thank you, 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. 

I want to thank Chairman THOMPSON 
for his leadership. I am reminded, 
friends, that there is a difference be-
tween leadership and management. A 
manager wants to do things right, and 
a leader wants to do the right thing. 

Chairman THOMPSON has not only 
wanted to get this right procedurally; 
he has wanted to make sure that we do 
the right thing. He has proceeded on 
the premise that there is safety in the 
counsel of the multitudes. Everybody 
who wanted to be heard was heard on 
this bill. Labor was heard. Industry 
was heard. Republicans were heard. 
Democrats were heard. Everybody who 
wanted to be heard was heard. I know 
of no one who wanted to be heard at 
the subcommittee level more than the 
Honorable SHEILA JACKSON-LEE, who 
was not heard. There was nobody on 
the committee who had an issue that 
was not embraced and heard. I was 
there. What I’m about to say is not 
something that I know from second-
hand, or secondarily. I don’t know it 
tertiarily and I don’t know it 
quarternarily. I know this from being 
there in person. 

This issue about the prisoners at 
Guantanamo Bay was aired adequately, 
sufficiently, totally, completely, and 
absolutely. The man who spoke, who is 
my friend and who is a man I respect 
greatly, had his issue heard, and he did 
not vote against it. He did not vote 
against it. He was the only abstention. 
My brothers and sisters on the Repub-
lican side supported this as well. I say 
‘‘brothers and sisters’’ because I be-
lieve there is just one race—the human 
race—and we’re all related. We’re prob-
ably cousins if we’re not brothers and 
sisters. But my point is this: 

This was totally, completely and ab-
solutely thoroughly aired. Everybody 
had a say. I am going to support the 
rule because I support the notion that 
there is safety in the counsel of the 
multitudes and that the multitudes 
were heard. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, we reserve the 
balance of our time. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to yield 2 minutes to an-
other member of the committee, the 
gentlewoman from Arizona (Mrs. KIRK-
PATRICK). 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Arizona. Mr. 
Speaker, I am proud to speak in sup-
port of this rule and in support of the 
underlying bill, which has been the 
product of lengthy, bipartisan negotia-
tions. It contains contributions from 
stakeholders throughout the private 
sector and government. 

Before I continue, I want to take a 
moment to recognize the hard work 
and dedication of the TSA leadership 
and of their employees who work day 
in and day out to help keep our coun-
try safe. Thank you. 

This bill is important because it al-
lows us to take a look at TSA and to 
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address any problems that have arisen 
over the past 8 years. One of the con-
cerns this bill addresses is the matter 
of whole-body imaging, or WBI. 
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This technology allows airport 
screeners to clearly see items pas-
sengers may be concealing beneath 
their clothing anywhere on their body. 
However, many folks on both sides of 
the aisle have expressed serious res-
ervations about the privacy implica-
tions of creating detailed images of 
people’s bodies underneath their cloth-
ing. Therefore, one of the many amend-
ments offered and accepted during the 
markup of this bill was my amendment 
that requires TSA to submit a report 
on privacy to Congress upon comple-
tion of the WBI pilot program. This 
will give both TSA and Congress the 
opportunity to reflect on this program 
before we jump into full implementa-
tion. 

This bill has been thoroughly consid-
ered and approved in both the sub-
committee and full committee levels. 
So I hope my colleagues will join me in 
support of this rule and the bill. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to yield 3 minutes to my 
friend from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I intro-
duced my first bill to enhance screen-
ing of aviation in 1987. I saw the ex-
traordinary deficiencies of the system 
back then, fought for two decades with 
the airline industry, and it took a hor-
rible tragedy to transform the system. 
Even 2 years before that bill, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI and I looked at the workforce— 
minimum wage, high turnover, some of 
them were illegal aliens—and said we 
ought to Federalize the screening 
workforce. We need a better system. 
Again, the airlines fought. Again, it 
took a tragedy. 

Well, now, out of that we have devel-
oped the potential for a better system. 
This bill will move it along tremen-
dously, both in aviation and surface se-
curity that we need to protect our Na-
tion. This bill represents tremendous 
progress, tripling the funding for sur-
face transportation and the oversight 
program that will require that airlines 
give meaningful training to flight 
crews—something that some of the air-
lines still aren’t doing. They say it 
costs too much. 

We will have new standards for for-
eign repair stations. We have a huge 
loophole. Most of our planes—or many 
of them—are getting maintenance 
overseas where there is no security. 
Just imagine what a terrorist opera-
tive could do to sabotage one of our 
planes over there. It helps with the last 
line of defense. Our Federal Flight 
Deck Officer program. And it makes 
other tremendous improvements. 

I am a bit bemused by the gentleman 
from Indiana alleging that this bill 
somehow might allow some terrorist to 
somehow—who is known—not be on the 
No Fly List. We’ve got a whole bunch 
of really bad people in prison, not just 

down in Guantanamo but in our super- 
maximum security prisons here; some 
who attacked the Twin Towers before 
9/11. The guy called the Unibomber. 
Guess what? They’re not on the No Fly 
List because they aren’t going any-
where. And if they did escape, they cer-
tainly wouldn’t be flying under their 
own name. So we don’t routinely put 
people who are in super maximum se-
curity prisons on a No Fly List. 

But what the bill says if and when 
any one of those people who was de-
tained at Guantanamo is in any way 
capable of getting out and getting on 
an airplane: If they’re sent to a foreign 
nation for disposition and we don’t 
know what that disposition would be, 
their name must go on the No Fly List. 
So his arguments about somehow we’re 
undermining security or threatening 
the public are particularly puzzling to 
me. As one who has advocated long and 
hard for enhanced security, I’m a bit 
insulted by that. 

Now, we need better technology for 
the Federal workforce to use at the 
point where they screen passengers. 
And one of those things is a walk- 
through device where you’ll be able to 
see any concealed contraband on the 
person. That is a tremendous step for-
ward. They’ve been using it in 
Heathrow for years now. It’s an option 
at Heathrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I yield the gen-
tleman 1 more minute. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. You can either be very 
intrusively frisked at Heathrow—and I 
have had the experience; it’s not great, 
and it’s much more intrusive than 
here—or you can walk through that 
screening device. More than 85 percent 
of the people choose to walk through 
the screening device. And as we’ve pro-
posed it here, it has extraordinary pri-
vacy protections. The person moni-
toring the dumbed-down image of the 
person’s body will be remote from the 
actual screening area, won’t be able to 
see that person. It’s dumbed down. It’s 
not very revealing. And this is a step 
forward that will enhance our security. 

There are ways now to smuggle de-
vices onboard, and we’ve got to deal 
with them. And this is one of them. 

We also have to deal better with liq-
uids and explosives, a major threat. We 
need to get more equipment deployed— 
and this committee has pushed hard 
and there was money in the stimulus 
bill—and there will be more authoriza-
tion here to get better equipment to 
our screeners so they can detect 
threats before they get on our planes. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I would ask my 
friend if he has any other speakers. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. We do not. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Mr. Speaker, at this point I 
would like to thank everybody who has 
participated in this debate. I think it’s 
been very fruitful, and I think it’s been 
important. 

I mentioned before that when I first 
spoke on this legislation that process 

is important because it affects fairness, 
obviously, but it also affects legisla-
tion. We are dealing today—we are 
bringing to the floor legislation that I 
am sure will pass by an overwhelming 
majority on a bipartisan basis. It’s im-
portant legislation. It’s been drafted 
through the committee process in a bi-
partisan fashion, and that’s commend-
able. 

I mentioned that on legislation like 
this—and quite frankly, also, on legis-
lation that’s coming to the floor soon 
that’s more controversial—openness, as 
much as possible, is advisable. We saw 
an amendment described by Mr. 
SOUDER that is important because it 
basically, as it was explained by Mr. 
SOUDER, his interventions would take 
out of the hands of the President the 
ultimate determination of whether 
somebody currently held at the deten-
tion center in Guantanamo could be 
placed or not on the No Fly List, and it 
would say that automatically those 
people would be on the No Fly List. 
And that’s important. It’s an example 
of why process is important because 
being denied—Mr. SOUDER is being de-
nied the opportunity to present the 
amendment. I think that’s unfortu-
nate. 

Anyway, as I say, the underlying leg-
islation is one that I’m certain will 
pass with great bipartisan support. And 
again, I reiterate my gratitude to all 
colleagues who have debated on the 
rule, and, obviously, I look forward to 
the debate on the underlying legisla-
tion. 

Having said that, I yield back my 
time. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend from Florida and I ap-
preciated today’s debate as well. 

I would ask that House Resolution 
474 be passed this morning, that the 
rule be passed. 

This is a bill, H.R. 2200, involving 
transportation security. It’s been a bill 
that has been long in the making and 
long overdue, and it is time to move 
forward with this piece of legislation. 

The bill itself was developed over 
several months with a great amount of 
input from majority and minority 
Members, labor and business, and inde-
pendent analysis. We heard from Rep-
resentative GREEN about all of the 
input that went in from various per-
spectives and the fact that everyone 
was heard. 

The bill passed out of the Homeland 
Security Committee without any dis-
senting votes. We’ve heard Mr. SOUDER 
complain that his amendment was 
modified to include the President of 
the United States. I mean, obvious re-
flection of separation of powers has to 
be part of the bill. Otherwise, it’s ex-
actly what he wanted. And it does not 
allow detainees of Guantanamo to 
come into the United States. They will 
become part of the No Fly List if they 
were ever detained at the Naval Sta-
tion Guantanamo Bay. So the language 
is clear with respect to his concerns. 
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The bill, as it comes to the floor, will 

have 14 substantive amendments de-
bated: eight by Republicans; six by 
Democrats. This rule will provide for 
ample debate on this important bill 
and allow Members to vote on many 
proposals to improve it. The bill is a 
great example of bipartisan coopera-
tion. It addresses the need for risk- 
based determinations, surface trans-
portation and biometrics. 

I would urge, Mr. Speaker, a ‘‘yes’’ 
vote on the rule and on the underlying 
bill. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the pre-
vious question. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind Members not to 
traffic the well while another Member 
is under recognition. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I yield back the 
balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on adopting the resolution 
will be followed by a 5-minute vote on 
a motion to suspend the rules on H.R. 
1817; and a motion to suspend the rules 
on House Resolution 196, of ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 243, nays 
179, not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 301] 

YEAS—243 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boccieri 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Bright 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 

Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Giffords 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 

Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kosmas 

Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 

Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 

Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—179 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 

Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 

McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Minnick 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 

Stearns 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 

Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 

Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Barton (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Cooper 
Hinojosa 

Kennedy 
Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Sestak 
Stark 
Sullivan 
Wilson (OH) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1207 

Messrs. COFFMAN of Colorado, 
KINGSTON, and PLATTS changed 
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. CAPUANO changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

301, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

JOHN S. WILDER POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 1817, on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. LYNCH) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1817. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 0, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 302] 

YEAS—420 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 

Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 

Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
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Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 

Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 

Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 

Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—13 

Adler (NJ) 
Cooper 
Driehaus 
Edwards (TX) 
Honda 

Pence 
Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Serrano 

Sestak 
Stark 
Sullivan 
Wilson (OH) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1215 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. DRIEHAUS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

302, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

CONGRATULATING UNIVERSITY OF 
TENNESSEE WOMEN’S BASKET-
BALL TEAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
suspending the rules and agreeing to 
the resolution, H. Res. 196. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
TONKO) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 196. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 417, noes 0, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 303] 

AYES—417 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett 

Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 

Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 

Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 

Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 

McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
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Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 

Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 

Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—16 

Alexander 
Braley (IA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Edwards (TX) 
Honda 

Johnson (GA) 
Pallone 
Polis (CO) 
Price (NC) 
Ruppersberger 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sestak 
Stark 
Sullivan 
Wilson (OH) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in the vote. 

b 1223 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and insert extraneous 
material on H.R. 2200. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
f 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY AD-
MINISTRATION AUTHORIZATION 
ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 474 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2200. 

b 1225 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2200) to 
authorize the Transportation Security 
Administration’s programs relating to 
the provision of transportation secu-
rity, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 

The gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
THOMPSON) and the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KING) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

I rise today in support of H.R. 2200, 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration Authorization Act. This legis-
lation is a product of months of nego-
tiations, and includes significant con-
tribution from Republicans, industry 
stakeholders, labor, the Government 
Accountability Office and the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security’s Inspector 
General. 

I want to recognize the bipartisan ef-
forts of my colleagues on the com-
mittee, most especially, Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE, the chair, and Mr. DENT, the rank-
ing member. They worked hard to 
produce a thorough, comprehensive, 
well-considered bill. 

H.R. 2200 is the first measure to come 
to the House floor that fully authorizes 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration since its establishment in 2001. 
Since that time, TSA has made signifi-
cant strides and rolled out several im-
portant programs to address security 
challenges. As a result, today our 
transportation systems are more se-
cure than they were on September 11, 
2001. However, they are not as secure as 
they need to be. 

With the change in administrations, 
TSA is at a critical crossroads in its 8- 
year history. H.R. 2200 steers TSA on a 
course to becoming an effective agency 
that works to enhance security in all 
our transportation sectors, partners 
with key stakeholders, and does a bet-
ter job of utilizing technology to ad-
dress gaps in security. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill fulfills our 
constitutional responsibility to provide 
a thorough road map to TSA on where 
it should go the next 2 years. H.R. 2200 
authorizes $15.6 billion for TSA for fis-
cal year 2010 and fiscal year 2011. With 
these resources, the bill directs TSA, 
for the first time, to work to achieve 
greater parity between security efforts 
to protect aviation and surface trans-
portation systems. 

In the past few years, attacks on rail 
stations worldwide have underscored 
the vulnerabilities to these systems. In 
response, H.R. 2200 triples funding for 
surface transportation over what was 
provided in fiscal year 2009, and author-
izes 300 more surface transportation in-
spectors. 

Among its key provisions is the cre-
ation of a Transit Security Advisory 
Committee to provide greater stake-
holder input and a Surface Transpor-
tation Security Inspection Office to 
train and manage inspectors. 

The bill also strengthens security 
training for transportation security of-
ficers, flight attendants, all cargo pi-
lots, surface transportation workers, 
and Federal flight deck officers. 

I’m particularly pleased that we were 
able to include provisions to enhance 

flight attendants’ training and reim-
bursement for pilots participating in 
Federal flight deck officers recurrent 
training. 

To bolster airport security and 
screening, H.R. 2200 authorizes a dem-
onstration project and plan for the im-
plementation of a secure verification 
system for law enforcement officers 
flying while armed. 

Further, it directs TSA to develop a 
strategic risk-based plan to enhance se-
curity of airport perimeter access con-
trols and a demonstration program for 
biometric-based access control sys-
tems. 

For too long we’ve been told that the 
wide-scale deployment of biometrics is 
too difficult and impractical. But just 
last week, Mr. Chairman, I saw bio-
metrics, including readers, in use in 
Argentina at a port and a federal build-
ing. This bill embraces the promise of 
this and other 21st-century tech-
nologies to address our security chal-
lenges. 

Additionally, there are a number of 
other noteworthy provisions that grew 
out of extensive committee oversight 
that covers such programs as Reg-
istered Traveler, Secure Flight, and 
the TWIC program. 

b 1230 
For example, the bill directs DHS to 

work with port operators to help work-
ers who are waiting for TWIC cards to 
be escorted so they can continue to 
work. The TWIC provision also puts in 
place strict timelines and flexibility on 
how cards are transmitted. 

A key theme that runs throughout 
the bill is greater stakeholder partici-
pation. 

The Aviation Security Advisory 
Committee is codified in this bill. So, 
too, is the Air Cargo and General Avia-
tion Working Groups. 

General aviation, in particular, gets 
a great deal of attention in this bill. 
Members from both sides of the aisle 
have expressed serious concern about 
TSA’s approach when it comes to gen-
eral aviation. Until recently, TSA dis-
played a lack of understanding of the 
uniqueness of the general aviation en-
vironment. H.R. 2200 takes some major 
steps forward, with the authorization 
of a strong General Aviation Working 
Group and the establishment of a new 
grant program for security improve-
ments to general aviation airports. 

Finally, H.R. 2200 makes key im-
provements to air cargo and checked 
baggage security. Specifically, H.R. 
2200 eliminates the use of bag match as 
an alternative means of checked bag-
gage screening. 

It also directs TSA to develop a proc-
ess to consider reimbursement claims 
by airports who invested in in-line ex-
plosive detection equipment on a prom-
ise that TSA would defray the costs. 

With respect to air cargo, it requires 
TSA to report on the status of the Cer-
tified Cargo Screening Program. 

TSA, Mr. Chairman, has testified 
that the 100 percent screening require-
ment for passenger planes will not be 
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achieved by 2010 because TSA has had 
to expend extensive resources on trying 
to negotiate international agreements 
with foreign authorities on inbound 
international cargo. TSA, as a domes-
tic security agency, lacks jurisdiction 
or expertise to negotiate such agree-
ments. Achievement of this require-
ment is, therefore, dependent upon as-
sistance from CBP, the State Depart-
ment and others, and, most specifi-
cally, foreign governments. 

To ensure that TSA meets the statu-
tory 100 percent screening requirement, 
section 201 of the bill gives TSA up to 
2 more years to negotiate agreements 
on inbound international cargo. Enact-
ment of H.R. 2200, therefore, will help 
TSA put needed focus on working to 
meet mandates for screening all cargo 
transported between U.S. airports on 
passenger planes, whether originating 
in the U.S. or abroad. 

This provision in no way eliminates 
the 100 percent screening requirement. 
Instead, it sets TSA up for success and 
is responsive to the real-world chal-
lenges of implementing the mandate in 
jurisdictions where TSA has no juris-
diction. 

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to our 
work today, and I encourage my col-
leagues to pass H.R. 2200 in a swift, bi-
partisan fashion in order to better en-
sure the security of all Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit for the 
RECORD exchanges of letters on this 
legislation. 

Mr. Chair, I rise to address concerns put 
forth in the Minority Views section of the Com-
mittee Report for H.R. 2200. Specifically, I 
want to address the Minority’s assertion that 
the Majority rejected consideration of pro-
posed amendments during committee consid-
eration of the bill. 

As is its custom, the Committee used a ros-
ter for amendments during both full and sub-
committee consideration of the TSA Authoriza-
tion bill. Each amendment submitted to be 
placed on the roster was considered by the 
Committee unless the sponsor decided to 
withdraw it from consideration. 

Each of the twenty amendments filed prior 
to the Full Committee markup were placed on 
the roster for Committee consideration. Of the 
twenty amendments filed, thirteen were spon-
sored by Minority Members. All but two of the 
thirteen amendments filed for the roster by Mi-
nority Members were offered. Of the eleven 
amendments offered by Minority Members for 
committee consideration, eight were agreed to 
and included in the reported version of the bill. 

H.R. 2200, the TSA Authorization Act, is the 
product of months of bi-partisan cooperation 
and negotiations. Provisions proposed by the 
Minority were included in the bill at each and 
every stage of its consideration. Contrary to 
the assertion in the Minority Views, at no point 
during Committee consideration did the Major-
ity prevent the Minority from putting forth 
amendments for consideration. 

In closing, I would remind the Chair that the 
Committee on Homeland Security has a 
strong record of working in a bi-partisan fash-
ion to ensure sound homeland security legisla-
tion is put before the House. As Chairman, I 
am committed to ensuring that practice con-
tinues. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 

Washington, DC, May 15, 2009. 
Hon. BART GORDON, 
Chairman, Committee on Science and Tech-

nology, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 

letter regarding H.R. 2200, the ‘‘Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authoriza-
tion Act,’’ introduced by Congresswoman 
Sheila Jackson-Lee on April 30, 2009. 

I appreciate your willingness to work coop-
eratively on this legislation. I acknowledge 
that the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology has a jurisdictional interest in cer-
tain provisions of H.R. 2200. I appreciate your 
agreement to not seek a sequential referral 
of this legislation and I acknowledge that 
your decision to forgo a sequential referral 
does not waive, alter, or otherwise affect the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Science 
and Technology. 

I will ensure that this exchange of letters 
is included in the legislative report on H.R. 
2200 and in the Congressional Record during 
floor consideration of the bill. I look forward 
to working with you on this legislation and 
other matters of great importance to this 
nation. 

Sincerely, 
BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECH-
NOLOGY, 

Washington, DC, May 15, 2009. 
Hon. BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN, I am writing to you 

concerning the jurisdictional interest of the 
Committee on Science and Technology in 
H.R. 2200, the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration Authorization Act. H.R. 2200 
was introduced and referred to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security on April 30, 
2009. 

H.R. 2200 contains provisions that fall 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Science and Technology. I acknowledge the 
importance of H.R. 2200 and the need for the 
legislation to move expeditiously. Therefore, 
while we have a valid claim to jurisdiction 
over this bill, I agree not to request a se-
quential referral. This, of course, is condi-
tional on our mutual understanding that 
nothing in this legislation or my decision to 
forgo a sequential referral waives, reduces, 
or otherwise affects the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Science and Technology, and 
that a copy of this letter and of your re-
sponse will be included in the legislative re-
port on H.R. 2200 and in the Congressional 
Record when the bill is considered on the 
House Floor. 

I also ask for your commitment to support 
our request to be conferees during any 
House-Senate conference on H.R. 2200 or 
similar legislation. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
BART GORDON, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 

Washington, DC, May 19, 2009. 
Hon. JAMES L. OBERSTAR, 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 

Infrastructure, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN OBERSTAR: Thank you for 

your letter regarding H.R. 2200, the ‘‘Trans-
portation Security Administration Author-
ization Act,’’ introduced by Congresswoman 
SHEILA JACKSON-LEE on April 30, 2009. 

I appreciate your willingness to work coop-
eratively on this legislation. I acknowledge 

that the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure has a jurisdictional interest 
in certain provisions of H.R. 2200. I appre-
ciate your agreement to not seek a sequen-
tial referral of this legislation and I ac-
knowledge that your decision to forgo a se-
quential referral does not waive, alter, or 
otherwise affect the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

Further, I recognize that your Committee 
reserves the right to seek appointment of 
conferees on the bill for the portions of the 
bill over which your Committee has a juris-
dictional interest and I agree to support such 
a request. 

I will ensure that this exchange of letters 
is included in the legislative report on H.R. 
2200 and in the Congressional Record during 
floor consideration of the bill. I look forward 
to working with you on this legislation and 
other matters of great importance to this 
nation. 

Sincerely, 
BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, May 19, 2009. 
Hon. BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: I write to you 

regarding H.R. 2200, the ‘‘Transportation Se-
curity Administration Authorization Act of 
2009’’. 

H.R. 2200 contains provisions that fall 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. I recog-
nize and appreciate your desire to bring this 
legislation before the House in an expedi-
tious manner and, accordingly, I will not 
seek a sequential referral of the bill. How-
ever, I agree to waive consideration of this 
bill with the mutual understanding that my 
decision to forgo a sequential referral of the 
bill does not waive, reduce, or otherwise af-
fect the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure over H.R. 
2200. 

Further, the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure reserves the right to seek 
the appointment of conferees during any 
House-Senate conference convened on this 
legislation on provisions of the bill that are 
within the Committee’s jurisdiction. I ask 
for your commitment to support any request 
by the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure for the appointment of con-
ferees on H.R. 2200 or similar legislation. 

Please place a copy of this letter and your 
response acknowledging the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure’s jurisdic-
tional interest in the Committee Report on 
H.R. 2200 and in the Congressional Record 
during consideration of the measure in the 
House. 

I look forward to working with you as we 
prepare to pass this important legislation. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L. OBERSTAR, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 

Washington, DC, May 19, 2009. 
Hon. NYDIA M. VELÁZQUEZ, 
Chairwoman, Committee on Small Business, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRWOMAN VELÁZQUEZ: Thank you 

for your letter regarding H.R. 2200, the 
‘‘Transportation Security Administration 
Authorization Act,’’ introduced by Congress-
woman Sheila Jackson-Lee on April 30, 2009. 

I acknowledge that Section 103 of the re-
ported version of the bill contains a provi-
sion within the jurisdictional interest of the 
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Committee on Small Business. I appreciate 
your agreement to not seek a sequential re-
ferral of this legislation and I acknowledge 
that your decision to forgo a sequential re-
ferral does not waive, alter, or otherwise af-
fect the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Small Business. I will be offering a man-
ager’s amendment to the legislation that 
will strike Section 103 of the bill. 

I will ensure that this exchange of letters 
is included in the legislative report on H.R. 
2200 and in the Congressional Record during 
floor consideration of the bill. I look forward 
to working with you on this legislation and 
other matters of great importance to this 
nation. 

Sincerely, 
BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 

Washington, DC, April 19, 2009. 
Hon. BENNIE THOMPSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to you 

concerning the jurisdictional interest of the 
Committee on Small Business in H.R. 2200, 
Transportation Security Administration Act 
of 2009. 

The Committee on Small Business recog-
nizes the importance of the legislation and 
the need to move the legislation expedi-
tiously. Therefore, while the Committee on 
Small Business has a valid claim to jurisdic-
tion of Section 103 of the bill, I will agree not 
to request a sequential referral even though 
the Speaker and the Parliamentarian of the 
House recognize this Committee’s valid as-
sertion of jurisdiction over parts of the bill. 
I appreciate your willingness to striking sec-
tion 103 of H.R. 2200 from the bill in the man-
ager’s amendment. 

Nothing in this legislation or my decision 
to forgo a sequential referral waives, re-
duces, or otherwise affects the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Small Business. I request 
that a copy of this letter and of your re-
sponse acknowledging our valid jurisdic-
tional interest be included as part of the 
Congressional Record during consideration 
of this bill by the House. 

I share the Chairman’s commitment to in-
crease contracting opportunities for small 
businesses in the federal marketplace and 
look forward to working with him on this 
and other matters to achieve this. 

Sincerely, 
NYDIA M. VELÁZQUEZ, 

Chairwoman, Small Business Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I’d also like at this 
time to acknowledge my ranking Mem-
ber, Mr. KING from New York, who 
played a very important role in shep-
herding this legislation through the 
committee, and I’d like to acknowledge 
that at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, at the very outset, let 
me commend Chairman THOMPSON and 
his staff and the majority side for the 
cooperation that they extended on this 
bill for making a truly bipartisan ef-
fort. I also want to commend the chair 
of the subcommittee, SHEILA JACKSON- 
LEE, for her bipartisan spirit and also, 
in a special way, Congressman DENT, 
the ranking member of the sub-
committee. 

This, as the chairman said, was a col-
laborative effort. There was tremen-

dous cooperation. Obviously, there’s 
some differences between what we 
wanted and what ended up in this bill, 
but basically, it’s a fine bill. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I also want to 
commend the outstanding men and 
women of the TSA for the job that they 
do day in and day out in protecting us. 
I see Mr. PASCRELL is here. Just in the 
New York-New Jersey region alone, 
last year they inspected 110 million 
passengers coming through those air-
ports, and again, last week alone, they 
confiscated 23 illegal firearms that 
were going through airports. So they 
do a very, very dedicated and out-
standing job. And also, as far as rail 
transportation, VIPER Teams have be-
come a vital part of our homeland se-
curity apparatus. 

Having said that, let me just mention 
some of the concerns I do have about 
the bill. 

One is, Mr. Chairman, that there is, 
as of now, as of yet, no TSA adminis-
trator. Also, my understanding is that 
there is not even anyone in the wings. 
There’s no one being considered, no 
one’s being mentioned to be the TSA 
administrator, and yet we put together 
this bill, which I think is a good bill, 
but without any input from the head of 
TSA. And since this is a 2-year author-
ization, we’re going to be basically lay-
ing out a plan, a plan of action for the 
next 2 years, I would have preferred 
that we could have waited until we got 
an administrator in place to work with 
us on it. 

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, I raised 
the issue—and I think these two issues 
are now interrelated—the issue of an 
authorization bill and the issue of ju-
risdiction. This will be, as I see it, the 
second year in a row that the com-
mittee will not have done an authoriza-
tion bill. And yet next week in the ap-
propriations subcommittee, the Home-
land Security appropriations bill will 
be marked up, and the appropriators 
will act without our committee’s input 
on 80 percent of the Department of 
Homeland Security’s budget. They will 
act without our input on 75 percent of 
the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity’s personnel. And they will consider 
funding of programs, like the 287(g) 
program, border security, student visa 
enforcement, FEMA’s hurricane re-
sponse capabilities, the Coast Guard’s 
port security programs, Secret Service 
protection of the President, to name a 
few, all without guidance from this 
committee. 

Now, I believe the main reason for 
this—and I understand the position 
that the chairman is in—the main, I 
think, as I see the reason is that be-
cause of the multiplicity of jurisdic-
tional claims to homeland security, it 
is very difficult for our committee to 
move forward. Now, the 9/11 Commis-
sion, one of their strongest rec-
ommendations was that homeland se-
curity be consolidated in one com-
mittee. 

Several years ago, there were 88 com-
mittees and subcommittees that 

claimed some piece of jurisdiction over 
homeland security. That number is 
now up to 108, and this should not be a 
partisan issue. Both Secretary Chertoff 
in the previous administration and 
Secretary Napolitano in the Obama ad-
ministration have called for consolida-
tion, and yet it’s not being done. 

So, for instance, if we had gone for-
ward and tried to do an authorization 
bill, we couldn’t authorize the Coast 
Guard or FEMA because the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure would object. We couldn’t au-
thorize Immigration and Customs En-
forcement, the Secret Service, or U.S. 
Citizen Immigration Services because 
the Committee on Judiciary would ob-
ject. And we can’t authorize Customs 
and Border Protection because the 
Ways and Means Committee would ob-
ject. 

So I think it’s really important that 
we make an effort over the next year 
during this Congress to implement, 
again, one of the most fundamental 
concerns of the 9/11 Commission, and 
that was to consolidate jurisdiction in 
one committee, the Homeland Security 
Committee. 

And I believe that in 2005 and 2006, 
when this side of the aisle did control 
the committee, we did get authoriza-
tion bills done, and there were jurisdic-
tional disputes. We won them, and I 
think that was the direction we were 
going in, and the direction we should 
continue to go in. 

I gave the chairman tremendous 
credit 2 years ago when we adopted 
H.R. 1, which implemented many of the 
9/11 Commission recommendations, but 
this fundamental one still has not been 
done. And I realize that no one likes to 
cede jurisdiction, no one likes to give 
up turf, but the fact is we’re talking 
about an issue that threatens the sur-
vival of our country, homeland secu-
rity. And so long as we have this dys-
functional system where jurisdiction is 
spread out over so many committees of 
the Congress, I don’t believe we can 
fully do the job that we should do. 

The chairman does a good job, the 
staff does a good job, I believe we do a 
very good job on our side of the aisle, 
but we are limited because of these ju-
risdictional limitations. And so as we 
go forward on this debate today, I 
would hope we would keep that in 
mind, and as we go forward over the 
course of the year, we keep that in 
mind, also, as we try to do the job that 
we were established to do when we be-
came a permanent committee back in 
2005. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. DENT, the ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee, be authorized 
to control the remainder of my time, 
and I reserve the balance of our time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KING)? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, may I inquire as to how 
much time each side has remaining? 
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The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON) has 211⁄2 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) has 241⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I’m happy to recognize the 
vice chair of the full committee for 2 
minutes, Ms. SANCHEZ, for a colloquy. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of H.R. 2200, the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration Authorization Act, 
and I would like to engage the honor-
able Member from Mississippi, the 
chairman, Mr. THOMPSON, in a colloquy 
regarding the Transportation Worker 
Identity Credential, or TWIC as it is 
known here in the Congress. 

During the full committee markup, I 
offered an amendment addressing sev-
eral important issues within the TWIC 
program, and I was pleased that my 
amendment was passed unanimously. 

A key provision in my amendment 
requires that the Secretary of Home-
land Security work with owners and 
operators of facilities and vessels to de-
velop procedures which allow those 
who are waiting for their TWIC card to 
have access to secure and restricted 
areas, as long as they are escorted. 
This also applies to those who are wait-
ing for a reissuance of an existing card. 

Without clear collaboration between 
DHS and port officials, individuals 
waiting for their TWIC card have been 
unable to work. Some workers have 
waited up to 15 months to receive their 
TWIC card. 

And the goal of my amendment is to 
ensure that these workers are still able 
to support themselves and their fami-
lies. 

Many people have been negatively af-
fected by TSA’s delays in issuing the 
TWIC. For example, there’s the case of 
a longshoreman in the Port of Seattle 
who applied for a TWIC on October 25, 
2008, more than 4 months before he was 
required to do so at his port. And un-
fortunately, the gentleman was unable 
to work for several weeks since it took 
4 months for TSA to come back to him 
and to ask for a copy of his birth cer-
tificate. You see, he had been born on 
a military base abroad, and I under-
stand that the gentleman had to drain 
his savings account to support his fam-
ily while he waited for his TWIC, and 
thus, this is unacceptable. 

I hope this legislation becomes law 
soon, and in the meantime, we must 
act immediately to ensure that our 
port workers are able to work and sup-
port their families. 

I want to thank Chairman THOMPSON 
for his support on this issue. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
yield an additional 30 seconds to re-
spond. 

I appreciate the gentlewoman from 
California’s leadership on this critical 
issue. I share her concerns about the 
impact that applications backlogs has 
had on port workers around the Nation 
and appreciate the comprehensive ap-
proach she has taken to addressing the 

weaknesses in the program that she 
has identified through her oversight 
work on the committee and look for-
ward to solving the problem. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Georgia (Mr. 
BROUN). 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Recently, 
while I was on a hunting trip up north, 
I flew out of an airport in Montana. 
The number of screeners actually out-
numbered the number of passengers. 
So, when this bill came before the 
Homeland Security Committee, I of-
fered several amendments, one of 
which would have required a GAO 
study of the current staffing levels at 
TSA to determine their appropriate-
ness and whether or not staffing levels 
could be reduced by consolidation of 
duties and functions or by enhanced 
use of technology. 

In March 2009, GAO reported that, 
‘‘TSA has not followed Federal internal 
control standards to assist it in imple-
menting DHS’s risk management 
framework and informing resource al-
location.’’ I wanted to ensure that 
hard-earned taxpayer funds were being 
used in the most cost-effective and effi-
cient manner and ensure that TSA 
wouldn’t become known as Thousands 
Standing Around. 

b 1245 

I’m disappointed that my amendment 
was not accepted. A number of com-
monsense provisions were not included 
by the majority, or were watered down 
to avoid the jurisdiction of other com-
mittees. Rather than produce a good 
bill and negotiate final language with 
other committees, our committee only 
allowed provisions to be considered in 
committee that were wholly within the 
Committee on Homeland Security’s 
rule 10 jurisdiction. This bill could be 
much better. 

For example, the majority showed 
that they saw no value in affirming 
TSA employees’ rights to protect 
themselves during a public health 
emergency. One of my amendments of-
fered in committee would have simply 
allowed any TSA employee to choose 
to wear a protective face mask in the 
event of a pandemic flu outbreak or 
other public health emergency. 

TSA employees encounter 2 million 
domestic and international passengers 
every day and should not be prohibited 
by their supervisors from wearing the 
appropriate personal protective equip-
ment in the event of a public health 
emergency, particularly when the dis-
ease is both contagious and deadly. 

The National Treasury Employees 
Union, which represents many of the 
employees, voiced strong support for 
this provision designed to protect the 
TSA’s frontline officers. The only rea-
son this provision was essentially gut-
ted by the majority with a ‘‘per-

fecting’’ amendment and any ref-
erences to public health emergency was 
removed is because the provision could 
have allowed the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce to review the language 
requiring the Secretary of Homeland 
Security to collaborate with the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services. 

Other changes were made to weaken 
other Republican amendments as well. 
At the markup, I, along with my fellow 
Republican members of the committee, 
unanimously supported an amendment 
authored by Representative MARK 
SOUDER that would have placed any de-
tainee that is housed down at Guanta-
namo Bay on or after January 1, 2009, 
to place them on TSA’s No Fly List. I 
think that makes sense. 

Again, this amendment was gutted, 
giving the President the sole authority 
to determine if a former Guantanamo 
detainee should be assigned to the No 
Fly List. The committee must assert 
its jurisdiction and conduct vigorous 
oversight of the transfer or release of 
detainees currently housed at Guanta-
namo Bay. 

The Homeland Security Committee 
is the primary authorizing committee 
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, which was created after the 9/11 
attacks to protect our homeland. We 
cannot shirk our responsibility. It is 
justified and necessary for this com-
mittee to take a lead role in protecting 
and securing American citizens. 

I’m pleased, however, that my cyber-
security amendment was included with 
others in the bipartisan en bloc amend-
ment adopted by the committee. My 
amendment adds the vulnerability of 
cyberattack to the list of risks to be 
assessed and ranked by TSA. 

Reports indicate that civilian air 
traffic computer networks have been 
penetrated multiple times in recent 
years. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. DENT. I yield an additional 30 
seconds to Dr. BROUN. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. They include 
an attack that partially shut down air 
traffic data systems in Alaska. Our 
transportation systems are networked. 
Train switches can operate remotely. 
Even some metro buses can change a 
traffic light as they approach. It is a 
very important amendment, and I 
thank my colleagues for accepting it. 

In closing, I would like to thank my 
colleagues and the staff on this com-
mittee from both sides of the aisle for 
working together on this bill and on 
numerous other amendments in a bi-
partisan manner. I’m sorry we cannot 
come to agreement on all of our 
amendments. 

Going forward, I hope that we can 
work together to address the jurisdic-
tion concerns that have caused so 
many problems for our committee. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Paterson, 
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to speak in strong support of H.R. 2200, 
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the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration Authorization Act, as this is a 
necessary piece of legislation that is 
long overdue. In fact, we have never 
fully authorized the TSA since the en-
actment of the Aviation and Transpor-
tation Security Act of 2001. 

I want to particularly thank Mr. 
THOMPSON, who chaired this and led 
this legislation through committee; 
along with PETER KING, the ranking 
member; Ms. JACKSON-LEE as the sub-
committee chairwoman; and Mr. DENT 
from Pennsylvania. I want to congratu-
late all of them for working hard to 
have a bipartisan piece of legislation. 

We recognize that the safety of the 
American people must be our number 
one job. Nothing that we do here can 
supercede that. 

The bill authorizes $7.6 billion in fis-
cal year 2010 and $8.1 billion in fiscal 
2011 for the activities of the TSA, in-
cluding key increases, many of which 
have already been mentioned. 

As an original member of the Home-
land Security Committee, one thing I 
observed was that ever since TSA was 
created in 2001, its focus has been al-
most solely on aviation security, to the 
detriment of surface transportation 
taken by millions of Americans each 
day. 

A strong aspect of this legislation is 
beginning to put surface transpor-
tation security on an equal footing 
with aviation security, with key sur-
face transportation security enhance-
ments. 

I’m glad to see that this authoriza-
tion also addresses the long unattended 
issue of airport perimeter security, 
whose vulnerability to infiltration I 
have tried to highlight for many years. 
I think that this is important. We’re 
looking at it. We’re studying this issue 
so we do not overreact but make sure 
that the perimeters are just as much 
protected as the inside. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
yield the gentleman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. PASCRELL. I think all of us 
should read Secretary Napolitano’s 
speech yesterday at Aspen, where there 
were bipartisan group folks studying 
the security of this country. She laid 
out five principal areas of concern if 
we’re going to protect America and its 
neighborhoods. It is a great guidepost 
to inclusive security. I ask that we do 
this. 

I also ask to consider, Mr. Chairman, 
in the future the issue and the quality 
of resilience, which Joshua Cooper 
Ramo presented in his book which was 
just published in March. If we truly 
want to protect America, what about 
the resiliency and how much can we 
take that into consideration, God for-
bid we have another attack. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to enter into a colloquy 

with the distinguished chairman of 
Homeland Security, Mr. THOMPSON. 

Mr. THOMPSON, as we prepare to au-
thorize appropriations for the Trans-
portation Security Administration, I’d 
like to thank you for your leadership 
in the committee and your efforts to 
bring this legislation to the floor. 

I would also like to bring to your at-
tention an issue that needs to be cor-
rected. In 2003, when I was chairman of 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, language was included in 
the Vision 100 Act, Public Law 108–176, 
which required deployment of TSA 
screeners in the Alaskan communities 
of Kenai, Homer, and Valdez. Since 
that time, the Ted Stevens Inter-
national Airport has improved bag 
screening capabilities and can ade-
quately screen bags for the three pre-
viously mentioned airports. 

Kenai, Homer, and Valdez are serv-
iced by air carriers under a partial pro-
gram. There are no regulatory require-
ments to screen bags for partial pro-
gram carriers, so section 613 of the Vi-
sion 100 Act imposes a requirement not 
in effect for other similarly situated 
airports. The screeners are no longer 
needed, and TSA has asked that I re-
peal the language from Vision 100. 

This will not cost any money. Rath-
er, this will save TSA money. TSA has 
informed me that by including this leg-
islation in the TSA Authorization, it 
would save $1 million a year. 

I’d like to ask the gentleman to com-
ment on this. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Let 
me say that I appreciate the gentleman 
from Alaska bringing this to my atten-
tion. This is a novel issue for us, but I 
believe there could be some efficiencies 
in making the change. I’m pleased to 
work with you on this issue as the bill 
moves to conference. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I thank the 
gentleman for working with us. And 
this is requested by the TSA, and hope-
fully when this bill gets to conference, 
this will be included. 

I thank the gentleman for working 
with me. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. TITUS). 

Ms. TITUS. I rise today in support of 
the TSA reauthorization bill and to 
thank Chairman THOMPSON for his 
leadership in this important issue. I 
also would like to highlight two ele-
ments of the bill that I particularly 
support. 

It’s been over 7 years since the at-
tacks of September 11 and there are 
still no guidelines for security training 
for flight attendants. H.R. 2200 requires 
that these individuals undergo manda-
tory and standardized security train-
ing. 

Flight attendants are the only work-
ing group in the cabin aboard every 
commercial flight. They are literally 
on the front lines. They are an integral 
part of air security. 

This legislation provides for mean-
ingful training that will equip these 

flight attendants with danger detection 
and self-defense techniques and other 
important skills needed in the event of 
a crisis. This mandatory security 
training, which is needed and wanted 
by flight attendants, is an important 
step in ensuring our skies are as safe as 
they can be. 

The second aspect of this legislation 
that I’d like to address is general avia-
tion. In 2008, there were more than 
400,000 general aviation flights from 
the Las Vegas area serving an esti-
mated 1.3 million passengers. From our 
three local airports, you can take one 
of these flights to view the grandeur of 
the Grand Canyon and the desert which 
surrounds our city. 

General aviation flights are also crit-
ical to supplying goods to Las Vegas. 
And they also are an efficient means 
for business travelers to reach our 
great city, one of the most popular 
business travel destinations. 

This is a vital industry to my dis-
trict, and I will be a voice for it here in 
Congress. I am hopeful that the TSA 
will involve this important industry in 
rulemaking, and I’m confident that 
they will. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire as to how much time I have re-
maining on this side? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has 181⁄2 minutes. The 
gentleman from Mississippi has 15 min-
utes. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Delaware 
(Mr. CASTLE). 

Mr. CASTLE. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from the great 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for 
yielding. I also rise in support of H.R. 
2200. 

Following the attacks on September 
11, 2001, our Nation took unprecedented 
steps to secure our Nation’s airlines. 
Since then, Congress has continued to 
provide the needed level of funding to 
ensure that our airlines are among the 
safest in the world. But until recently, 
however, rail and transit security 
grant programs remain badly under-
funded given both the volume of riders 
carried each day and the known ter-
rorist threat to such passengers. 

Each weekday, more than 14 million 
people use public transportation. Near-
ly 30 million people ride Amtrak each 
year, including millions of commuters 
along the heavily traveled Northeast 
corridor. Given the attacks on rail and 
transit in Spain, the United Kingdom, 
and India, this is a vulnerability that 
cannot be ignored. 

In response, I have worked closely 
with Congressmen PETER KING, RUSH 
HOLT, and other Members of this body 
to focus more of our security efforts on 
protecting rail and transit riders and 
infrastructure. 

Over the last several years, we have 
made progress on this front by increas-
ing rail and transit security grant 
funding, studying foreign rail security 
practices, and expanding rail and tran-
sit canine teams and public awareness 
campaigns. 
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I must say, however, that I was ex-

tremely discouraged to learn in March 
that TSA and FEMA have struggled 
when it comes to spending Federal 
grant dollars in a timely fashion. In 
fact, recent reports indicate that large 
percentages of grant dollars appro-
priated in fiscal years 2006, 2007, and 
2008 had yet to be awarded to local au-
thorities. 

For this reason, I strongly support 
section 307 of this legislation, which re-
quires the Department of Homeland Se-
curity’s Inspector General to inves-
tigate the administration of these se-
curity grants and make recommenda-
tions for streamlining the grant award 
process within 180 days. 

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to 
reading the results of the IG’s report 
on the rail and transit security grant 
distribution process, and I encourage 
my colleagues to support this impor-
tant legislation. 

b 1300 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I recognize for 11⁄2 minutes 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER) for the purposes of a col-
loquy. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s courtesy as I appreciate 
the chairman’s leadership. 

I rise in a colloquy to discuss with 
you the TSA revised list of prohibited 
items on airplanes. 

In 2005, they revised rules to allow 
items up to 7 inches—knitting needles, 
scissors, screwdrivers—but they con-
tinue to prohibit tiny pen knives under 
2.5 inches. I find it frustrating for the 
traveling public who can’t understand 
the distinctions between these items, 
and it has had a significant commercial 
impact. 

This little Leatherman tool, which is 
very popular, is manufactured in my 
district. It is certainly less dangerous, 
one would think, than the items that 
they’re already letting in the air. Since 
they have made those rules, it has had 
a significant impact on the sales be-
cause consumers don’t think about this 
when they go through airport security 
lines and lose the items. 

I wonder if it’s possible to work with 
you, Mr. Chairman, to encourage the 
TSA to conduct periodic comprehen-
sive reviews of this prohibited items 
list to ensure that it reflects the most 
current risk-based assessment? 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I can 
assure the gentleman—and I thank him 
for his concerns—that the committee 
will work with TSA in conducting ap-
propriate and periodic reviews of pro-
hibited items. Your graphic display of 
those prohibited items speaks volumes 
as to why this review should occur. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I appreciate your words of 
encouragement as I appreciate your 
leadership, and I look forward to work-
ing with you. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 90 
seconds to the distinguished gentleman 
from Beavercreek, Ohio (Mr. AUSTRIA). 

Mr. AUSTRIA. I thank the ranking 
member for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to 
thank Chairman THOMPSON, Ranking 
Member KING, as well as the sub-
committee that worked on this, for 
working in a bipartisan manner. 

All of our lives changed after 9/11. 
This committee plays a very important 
role in ensuring the safety of all Amer-
icans. As a new Member of Congress 
and as a new member of the Homeland 
Security Committee, it is good to see 
this committee work in a bipartisan 
manner as we push good legislation for-
ward that I support. 

Let me just say that, as a member of 
that subcommittee who heard this bill, 
we had an opportunity to talk to and 
to listen to industry groups, to busi-
ness coalitions, to union representa-
tives, and to subject matter experts. 
However, it seems to me that we would 
have had a better opportunity to create 
an even better bill had we had an op-
portunity to wait for the administrator 
of TSA to be appointed and to under-
stand what policies that new adminis-
trator was going to put in place. We 
then would have been able to work 
around those policies. With that being 
said, the other side of the aisle decided 
it was important to move this legisla-
tion forward. 

I think we’ve got a good bill before us 
that does some good things. It will help 
ensure that the screening processes 
that are being used for passengers are 
working. It will help us to address 
other vulnerabilities in our transpor-
tation system, such as underwater tun-
nels and open rail lines. It will prohibit 
the outsourcing of terrorist watch 
lists—No Fly Lists, selectee lists, veri-
fications—to other nongovernmental 
entities or to private companies. I 
think those are good things. 

I also think there were some good 
amendments that were offered in this 
committee that could have strength-
ened this bill, and we’re going to hear 
about some of those amendments as we 
proceed. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to yield the gentleman an addi-
tional 15 seconds. 

Mr. AUSTRIA. Just to close, I think 
we have an opportunity to strengthen 
this bill, and I would hope that we will 
continue to work together in a bipar-
tisan manner with this committee to 
strengthen this bill. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished chairwoman of the sub-
committee, who also is the author of 
this legislation, the gentlewoman from 
Houston, Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank 
the distinguished chairman for his 
leadership on this issue, as well the 
leadership of the ranking full com-
mittee member. As well, I am thankful 
to have had the opportunity to work 
with the ranking member of the sub-
committee, Mr. DENT. 

This has been a bipartisan effort. It 
has been a tough effort for my col-
leagues. It is important to realize that 
the work has been intense and that it 
has been concerted, direct and, I think, 
open. I want to applaud the process. 
Likewise, I would like to acknowledge 
the Homeland Security Committee’s 
staff and particularly Mike Finan—the 
subcommittee staff director—for their 
leadership as well. 

So I rise today with great pride in 
the efforts of my subcommittee and of 
the full committee, and I look forward 
to today’s swift passage of H.R. 2200, 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration Authorization Act. 

H.R. 2200 provides TSA with the re-
sources it needs by authorizing over 
$15.6 billion for the Transportation Se-
curity Administration for FY 2010 and 
FY 2011. At the beginning of this Con-
gress, Chairman THOMPSON stated that 
the committee will be moving to pass 
authorizing legislation for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. 

It is good to make good on a promise. 
It is good that this committee recog-
nizes that it is sometimes the only fire-
wall between the security of this Na-
tion and the terrible, heinous acts of 
9/11. Sometimes we forget that we are 
only a few short years away from that 
terribly tragic day that no one in 
America will ever forget. We continue 
to mourn those who have been lost, and 
we continue to give our support to 
those families who have experienced 
those severe and devastating losses. 

Therefore, this bill comes before us 
in the backdrop of recognizing the ulti-
mate challenge of our responsibility. 
The bill before us, the Transportation 
Security Administration Authorization 
Act, helps to further this important ef-
fort. I am proud that it is substan-
tiated by over a dozen hearings held 
over the past 2 years, by countless 
briefings and by reports from the GAO 
and from the IG. I am proud of the bi-
partisan manner in which this com-
prehensive TSA bill was crafted. I am 
especially pleased that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT), as I 
mentioned earlier, is an original co-
sponsor of this legislation. 

Chairman THOMPSON and Secretary 
Napolitano agreed during the begin-
ning of this Congress that surface 
transportation security needed to be on 
equal footing with aviation at TSA. 
This bill furthers this important objec-
tive. 

As the chairwoman of this sub-
committee, I have visited a number of 
surface transportation sites, including 
the 2nd Street site being built in New 
York—a multibillion dollar project—as 
there are many new starts coming 
about in this country. The existing rail 
system is utilized by millions of Amer-
icans every single day. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill acts on rec-
ommendations issued in 2008 by the in-
spector general that were reaffirmed 
earlier this year by establishing the 
Surface Transportation Security In-
spection Office to house the Surface 
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Transportation Security Inspection 
Program, by streamlining its mission 
and by clarifying its command struc-
ture. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield the gentlewoman an 
additional 2 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. In an 
effort to reach out more constructively 
to surface transportation security 
stakeholders, this bill creates the Sur-
face Transportation Security Advisory 
Committee to give them a formal out-
let for giving TSA feedback on security 
issues. 

My subcommittee has heard many 
worthy criticisms about the dissemina-
tion of surface transportation security 
grants over the last 2 years. Accord-
ingly, this bill has included language 
that will begin to improve the process 
so that we can get the inventiveness of 
America back into the security main-
stream so that we can secure this Na-
tion. 

This bill also directs the GAO to 
study the efforts of the Department, its 
components and other relevant entities 
to learn from foreign nations whose 
passenger rail and transit systems have 
been attacked by terrorists and to ac-
cess lessons to address security gaps in 
the United States, such as the tragedy 
of Mumbai, where I visited to assess 
the horrificness of the impact of that 
terrorist act and of the victims who 
were impacted. In the last several 
years, we have seen attacks on rail sys-
tems from Europe to Asia. H.R. 2200 
takes steps to learn important lessons 
that can be applied at home. 

In addition, I have worked with the 
gentleman from California (Mr. DANIEL 
E. LUNGREN) on a provision that cre-
ates a new class of materials requiring 
a security background check for truck-
ers. This provision will target the 
transport of truly sensitive materials, 
and it will enable companies and their 
drivers to have a more seamless gate-
way to the market. I thank the gen-
tleman for his bipartisan cooperation. 

In addition to the great strides this 
bill makes to secure our surface trans-
portation, it also builds on the work we 
have done over the years. Earlier this 
year, the Inspector General confirmed 
that TSA has in the past compromised 
covert testing operations. We have cor-
rected that. The bill prohibits ad-
vanced notice of covert testing. H.R. 
2200 also codifies the Aviation Security 
Advisory Committee. It requires it to 
perform specific duties. We also have 
concerns about TSA’s proposed rule-
making covering general aviation. We 
have responded to that in this bill. 

The bill also requires the rigorous 
oversight of the Secure Flight pas-
senger watch list matching program by 
requiring updates to Congress every 90 
days. In fact, we are not allowing 
Guantanamo Bay detainees to travel 
without, if you will, regulation at all. 
We are working with the White House. 

I also believe it is important to note 
that we are training flight attendants, 

that we are working on technologies 
and are helping TSA employees. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a great bill, 
and I ask my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Macomb County, Michigan (Mrs. MIL-
LER). 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise today in strong sup-
port of H.R. 2200, the Transportation 
Security Administration Authorization 
Act. 

The men and women of the TSA are 
really dedicated professionals who en-
sure that our flying public arrive at 
their destinations safely. Although at 
times it might be a hassle for us to re-
move our shoes or to show our boarding 
passes and identification, these meas-
ures have made it much more difficult 
for terrorists to take advantage of dan-
gerous situations or to bring weapons 
and explosives on commercial aircraft. 

It has been almost 8 years from that 
horrific day on 9/11 when terrorists 
turned our airplanes into missiles, tak-
ing the lives of almost 3,000 of our fel-
low Americans. Thankfully, we’ve not 
been attacked again, and it’s not just 
because we’re lucky. It’s because dedi-
cated professionals throughout the 
government are working day and night 
to prevent attacks, and we need to pro-
vide them with the means to prevent, 
to deter and to respond to terrorist at-
tacks. 

A key piece of our success is that we 
have not become complacent. We must 
remain vigilant. Part of that vigilance 
requires that we make certain that 
those charged with ensuring our safety 
are adequately trained. So I was espe-
cially pleased to see that a section 
mandating advanced security training 
for flight attendants was included in 
this bill. 

As we are all too painfully aware, 
flight attendants were among the first 
victims on 9/11. Flight attendants need 
to know how to handle a crowd and 
how to be aware of all of the activity 
that might be surrounding them in 
such an enclosed space. So security 
training, good security training, will 
help prepare them for such a scenario 
on how to work with the other flight 
attendants in controlling a crowd or, 
again, being conscious of other things 
that are going on in the cabin as well. 

In fact, Richard Reid, the convicted 
shoe bomber, was prevented from deto-
nating his shoe, filled with explosives, 
because alert flight attendants inter-
rupted him from detonating those ex-
plosives. 

Also, providing adequate security to 
the flying public should be a principle 
goal of this body, so I was dismayed to 
see that our friends on the other side of 
the aisle rejected an amendment that 
would have placed all of the detainees 
from Guantanamo Bay on the No Fly 
List. Instead, they watered down this 
commonsense amendment and left that 
decision up to the discretion of the 
President. Now, I don’t know about 
you, but I shudder to think that we 

might allow these detainees to actually 
board a commercial aircraft and to sit 
next to us and our families. 

Isn’t the whole purpose of the No Fly 
List to keep dangerous people off these 
airplanes? I would say, if the Gitmo de-
tainees don’t qualify for the No Fly 
List, who in the world does qualify for 
that list? Congress shouldn’t allow 
these dangerous detainees to fly on 
commercial aircraft. I think we should 
err on the side of caution and put them 
on the No Fly List. 

I want to recognize the good work of 
Chairman THOMPSON and certainly of 
Ranking Member KING. I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 2200. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. KENNEDY). 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the gen-
tleman from Mississippi, and I thank 
all of those who have worked on this 
very important bill. 

I had the opportunity to serve on the 
committee on oversight. Last week, we 
had a hearing on H1N1, the flu. Most 
people have forgotten about the flu al-
ready. What was very startling to me 
was that, like many things, they come 
and they go in our public conscious-
ness. This flu is coming back by all the 
scientists’ projections, and when it 
comes back, it’s going to have mutated 
into an even more deadly strain. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
yield an additional 15 seconds to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The average age of 
death of people from this flu is 19 years 
old. The average person in an ICU is 24 
years old. So this is a whole new phe-
nomenon in terms of your father’s 
Chevrolet. This is a whole new issue we 
are dealing with. I would hope that 
Homeland Security would be working 
with public health and with everyone 
else to help address this. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, at this 
time, I would like to yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished naval aviator from 
Sugar Land, Texas (Mr. OLSON). 

Mr. OLSON. Thank you to my friend 
from Pennsylvania. I will be quick 
here. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 2200, the Transportation Security 
Administration Authorization Act, and 
I urge its immediate passage. 

As a member of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee, I was pleased by the 
serious bipartisan manner in which 
this legislation was considered. In fact, 
the hard work and dedication that the 
committee members showed in crafting 
this bill makes me hopeful that we can 
enact a much-needed, full Department 
of Homeland Security authorization 
bill rather than continue to legislate 
piece by piece. 

b 1315 
I rise specifically today to speak 

about the general aviation security 
provisions in the bill and the TSA’s 
Large Aircraft Security Program. 
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The TSA’s notice of proposed rule-

making to address the perceived 
threats posed by general aviation air-
craft essentially took the Depart-
ment’s principles of risk-based security 
measures and threw them out the win-
dow. The deficiencies of the proposal 
were the direct result of consultation 
without collaboration. The TSA met 
with industry stakeholders and inter-
ested parties and then dismissed their 
input. 

Given the terrible flaws in this proc-
ess, it is not surprising that the pro-
posed product is less than satisfactory 
as well. Many of the provisions will 
place a heavy financial burden on the 
general aviation community yet result 
in little genuine improvement in secu-
rity. 

Now is not the time to put a finan-
cial squeeze on an industry that con-
tributes so much to our national econ-
omy. The TSA has proposed using 
third-party private contractors to re-
view general aviation manifests and 
conduct watch list verifications. I find 
it unacceptable that unaccountable 
contractors would have access to trav-
elers’ personal information and have 
the authority to bar them from a pri-
vate flight. Any check against a No Fly 
List or Terrorist Watch List is an in-
herently governmental function and 
must be performed by a democratically 
accountable agency. I am glad the 
committee adopted my amendment 
that will prohibit such a practice. 

But let me be clear, I strongly sup-
port improving security for general 
aviation and airports. What I object to 
is a heavy-handed approach that aban-
dons the risk-based principles upon 
which TSA operates. 

The provision I was able to include in H.R. 
2200 is a step in the right direction but there 
is more to be done in the future. I thank the 
committee for hearing my concerns and I am 
pleased to join them in supporting this bill 
today. 

I would like to thank subcommittee Chair-
man JACKSON-LEE and Chairman THOMPSON 
for making this a bi-partisan bill and bringing 
both sides to the negotiating table at an early 
stage. I would also like to thank subcommittee 
ranking member DENT and Committee ranking 
member KING for their work on this important 
issue. 

I urge passage of the bill. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, may I in-

quire how much time we have remain-
ing? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has 101⁄4 minutes. The 
gentleman from Mississippi has 73⁄4 
minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Houston, 
Texas (Mr. AL GREEN). 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this bill be-
cause this bill is inclusive in approach 
and comprehensive in scope. It’s not 
perfect, Mr. Chairman, yet it does help 
perfect Homeland Security. 

It provides for surface transpor-
tation, security enhancement by tri-

pling the funds available. It provides 
security training and performance en-
hancement for significant employees. 
It provides that airport security and 
screening enhancement policies be put 
in place. It provides, Mr. Chairman, 
that foreign repair stations’ security 
be elevated to U.S. standards. It pro-
vides transportation security creden-
tial improvements to guard against in-
truders. It provides for domestic air 
cargo and checked baggage security to 
better protect the traveling public. It 
provides for a general aviation en-
hancement grant program to help gen-
eral aviation airports. It provides K–9 
detection resources to sniff out drugs. 
It provides research and development 
to integrate transportation and secu-
rity technologies. 

It’s not perfect, yet it does help to 
perfect Homeland Security. It is inclu-
sive in approach in that we had the in-
clusion of all parties interested—the 
partners, all of the stakeholders were 
brought into this, Republicans and 
Democrats alike, labor and industry as 
well. It is comprehensive in scope. 

I support this bill. I thank the chair-
man for the wonderful work he has 
done, the ranking member, and also 
the subcommittee chair, SHEILA JACK-
SON-LEE, the Congresswoman from 
Texas, my colleague, as well as Mr. 
DENT, the ranking member. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS). 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 2200, the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Au-
thorization Act. This bill will help to 
enhance our Nation’s transportation 
security and contains many important 
provisions. 

I’m particularly pleased that the 
manager’s amendment includes a pro-
vision I authored to clarify the roles 
and responsibilities of the Department 
of Homeland Security and the Depart-
ment of Transportation with respect to 
the security of pipelines. I thank 
Chairman THOMPSON for working with 
me on this issue and for including this 
in the manager’s amendment. 

Over the past 36 years, there have 
been multiple instances of individuals 
rupturing pipelines in areas sur-
rounding my district. Most recently in 
November 2007, three teenagers drilled 
into an anhydrous ammonia pipeline 
after being told that the pipeline con-
tained money. The pipeline breach ne-
cessitated the evacuation of nearly 300 
people in my district. 

At the time, local officials received 
conflicting guidance from the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security and the 
Department of Transportation about 
whether this was a security incident or 
a safety incident. 

My provision seeks to resolve issues 
of this sort by requiring the Comp-
troller General to study the roles and 
responsibilities of the Department of 
Homeland Security and the Depart-
ment of Transportation with respect to 
pipelines and report the results of the 

study to the Committee on Homeland 
Security within 6 months. 

Finally, my amendment requires the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to re-
view and analyze the GAO study and 
report to the Committee on Homeland 
Security on her review and analysis, 
including recommendations for 
changes to the Annex to the Memo-
randum of Understanding between DHS 
and DOT or other improvements to 
pipeline security activities at DHS. 
Clarifying the respective roles of DHS 
and DOT will help to ensure that the 
officials in the areas that we represent 
do not receive conflicting guidance in 
the event of a future pipeline breach. 

I’m also pleased that the bill includes 
my provision that would provide reim-
bursement to airports that used their 
own funding to install explosive detec-
tive systems after 9/11. These airports 
installed such systems after receiving 
assurances from the Federal Govern-
ment that they would be reimbursed. 
However, to date, they have not been 
reimbursed. 

Congress addressed this issue in sec-
tion 1604 of the Implementing Rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
Act. But despite this explicit direction 
in 2007, TSA has not yet reimbursed a 
single eligible airport. My provision re-
quires TSA to establish a process for 
resolving reimbursement claims within 
6 months of receiving them. It also re-
quires TSA to report to the Committee 
on Homeland Security an outline of the 
process used for the consideration for 
reimbursement claims, including a re-
imbursement schedule. This is a com-
monsense provision that will ensure 
that airports that did the right thing 
to protect the traveling public after 
the September 11th attacks will finally 
get the reimbursement they were 
promised by TSA and Congress. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, but above all, I thank him 
for his masterful work in further clean-
ing up airport transportation security 
and for the cooperation he established 
with the minority. 

I particularly thank the chair for in-
cluding helicopters in the General 
Aviation Working Group section and 
for the working group itself because, 
Mr. Chairman, the large-scale airport 
requirements have begun to creep into 
general aviation. The best example of 
that is right here in the Nation’s Cap-
ital, where we’re down from 200 general 
aviation flights per month to 200 per 
year—only, I must say, in the District 
of Columbia because we don’t have 
enough guidance as to how general 
aviation should be treated. 

General Aviation was reopened here 
in the Nation’s Capital for the first 
time only a couple years ago after the 
Transportation Committee threatened 
to hold TSA in contempt if it didn’t 
open Reagan National Airport to gen-
eral aviation. Then TSA issued regula-
tions that essentially kept general 
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aviation out of the Nation’s Capital, 
signalling that, 7 or 8 years after 9/11, 
we still don’t know how to keep our 
capital safe, which surely is not the 
case. The irrationality begins to 
mount. In addition, commercial heli-
copters had been allowed to come to 
Reagan with the Secret Service’s per-
mission, which had kept the helicopter 
port open because it served certain se-
curity purposes but has closed down 
commercial service now. 

So I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for 
the General Aviation working group to 
straighten out these issues. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to have Mr. 
MCCAUL control the balance of my 
time for our side. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 2 minutes. 
Recently, I participated in a congres-

sional delegation down in Guantanamo, 
the first congressional delegation since 
the President ordered that Guanta-
namo will be closed. We saw the detain-
ees down there. We saw the top 16 al 
Qaeda operatives. We saw Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed praying, bowing to 
Mecca. To look at the man who was re-
sponsible for the death of 3,000 Ameri-
cans was perhaps the most chilling ex-
perience of my congressional career. 

As a former Federal prosecutor, to 
extend constitutional protections to 
these detainees as criminal defendants 
is, in my view, setting a very dan-
gerous precedent. They were captured 
on the battlefield, and they’re enemies 
of war. 

The Souder amendment—while I do 
support the overall bill—the denial of 
the Souder amendment raises big con-
cerns, in my view. The idea that de-
tainees held in Guantanamo cannot be 
placed on the No Fly List begs the 
question who is qualified to be put on 
the No Fly List. And since that time, 
we’ve released 500 detainees from 
Guantanamo, 60 of whom have been 
captured on the battlefield trying to 
kill our soldiers in Afghanistan. 

So I would like to pose a question to 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Homeland Security Committee, and I 
would be happy to yield time to him. 

And the question is simply this: We 
have debated whether the detainees 
currently being held should be on the 
No Fly List. In my view it’s a no- 
brainer that we should reach agree-
ment on in a bipartisan way. But as to 
the 530 who have been released from 
Guantanamo, does the chairman know 
whether or not they have been placed 
on the Terrorist Watch List or the No 
Fly List? 

I yield. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. At 

this point, I’ll take it in two phases. 
There are some obvious misunder-

standings of this legislation. 
The CHAIR. The time of the gen-

tleman has expired. 

Mr. MCCAUL. I am happy to yield 
myself an additional 2 minutes. 

And I yield to Mr. THOMPSON. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 

thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time. 

If you read the legislation, it talks 
about those detainees from Gitmo 
being on the No Fly List. So I don’t 
know what is it we can do to solve the 
issue other than to refer people to page 
87 of House bill 2200 and you can see— 
and we don’t have a disagreement. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Reclaiming my time, 
as to the 530 detainees who we know 
are dangerous actors who have already 
been released from Guantanamo, do we 
know if they’ve been placed on the No 
Fly List and the Terrorist Watch List? 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. But 
that has nothing to do with the legisla-
tion before us today. 

Mr. MCCAUL. I submit they should 
be. 

The administration has been vague in 
its response on this issue and perhaps 
we should entertain the idea of a bill 
that I would be happy to work with the 
chairman on to ensure that those who 
have been captured on the battlefield 
in Afghanistan, those terrorist sus-
pects who were at Guantanamo who 
have since been released—many of 
whom have been returned to the battle-
field to kill our soldiers—that at the 
very least if we’re going to put any-
body on the No Fly List and the Ter-
rorist Watch List, that these individ-
uals should be placed on this list. 

And I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 

agree with you. If those individuals 
have been captured who have been re-
leased, then the procedure automati-
cally places them on the No Fly List. 
There is no question. 

As to how many there are, I don’t 
know. But, again, I say to my col-
league from Texas, there is no real de-
bate on the issue of being on the No 
Fly List. 

Mr. MCCAUL. There is a debate on 
the current detainees—and I know it’s 
pending disposition from the Presi-
dent—in my view, they should auto-
matically be placed on the list. This is 
not a difficult decision. 

With respect to those who have been 
released, Congress should take a stand 
and not defer to the administration on 
this and ensure that the suspected ter-
rorists are never allowed on a U.S. 
commercial aircraft. 

And with that, I reserve. 

b 1330 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
would like to acknowledge and recog-
nize the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO) for 1 minute to make another 
attempt to clarify for this body the 
issue around Gitmo and detainees on 
the No Fly List. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the chairman. 
‘‘Inclusion of Detainees on No Fly 

List: The Assistant Secretary, in co-
ordination with the Terrorist Screen-
ing Center, shall include on the No Fly 

List any individual who was a detainee 
housed at the Naval Station, Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba, on or after January 1, 
2009, after a final disposition has been 
issued by the President.’’ The quibbling 
seems to be over the final disposition. 

The only point at which any of these 
people might have some opportunity to 
try and get on an airplane will be after 
they get out of Guantanamo. The 
President determines the final disposi-
tion, and if they are sent to a third 
country or transferred elsewhere at 
that point, they go on the No Fly List. 
We have terrorists in our super max-
imum security prisons in the United 
States who aren’t on the No Fly List 
because they’re in a super maximum 
security prison. If they ever get parole 
or otherwise get released, they’ll go on 
the No Fly List. But we don’t junk up 
the No Fly List, which already has 
problems, with a whole bunch of people 
who are in shackles in ultra-secure lo-
cations and are in security already. It 
doesn’t make a lot of sense. 

I know you’re trying to get political 
advantage here to say somehow we’re 
soft on terrorism. These people will go 
on the list if they ever get out. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire as to the remaining time. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Texas has 31⁄4 minutes. The gentleman 
from Mississippi has 31⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to my distinguished col-
league from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 

Mr. SOUDER. I thank my colleague 
from Texas. 

First, I get tired of hearing my own 
language read back to me. The only 
language that’s relevant here was the 
part that gutted my amendment which 
says, ‘‘after a final disposition has 
issued,’’ which eliminates, one, what 
are they doing until there is a final dis-
position? If they’ve been released into 
America, they are on the planes with 
us, and we’re hoping that the final dis-
position might occur in—I don’t 
know—2 years, 6 years, 8 years, if 
they’re released. The amendment only 
covers those who are released. That’s if 
they’re on the list. They automatically 
go on the list. But the big concern is 
not if they’re imprisoned, unless they 
escape, but whether they’re released 
and that the final disposition, if it is 
that either we didn’t challenge it—in 
other words, we just released them be-
cause we didn’t want to have them in 
trial or that they were found not 
guilty. 

To quote Mr. PASCRELL, my good 
friend—and we are good friends—he 
doesn’t want, nor does Mr. DEFAZIO 
want, these potential and actual ter-
rorists—I mean, understand in Gitmo, 
the people that are there, they are the 
ones we haven’t released. Maybe they 
were innocently carrying an IED or a 
Kalashnikov, but these were picked up 
in Afghanistan on the battlefield. 
These are military detainees. These 
aren’t kind of casual people here that 
we’re talking about. They have been 
picked up on the battlefield. The only 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 01:49 Jun 05, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K04JN7.060 H04JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6179 June 4, 2009 
question is, how are we going to try 
them? How are we going to process 
them? 

By the way, the only thing we can 
get out of the administration as far as 
the question of being in prison, many 
are likely already on the No Fly List. 
The key words here are ‘‘many are 
likely on the No Fly List.’’ They 
should all be on the No Fly List. 
Whether they’re detained or impris-
oned or not, they should be on the No 
Fly List. We also heard a reference to 
the Aspen Conference yesterday. Sec-
retary Napolitano said that DHS’s role 
would be—apparently this is a sum-
mary—to address the security aspects 
of the immigration issue regarding the 
detainees. 

Now I was in the El Paso Detention 
Center. There I saw Arellano Felix, one 
of the major drug people, about to be 
released in Ciudad Juarez. We hope 
they picked him up. But this has been 
the process. We also had a Chinese ille-
gal who was about to be released. He 
was in the high-risk detention center 
with Arellano Felix because he had 
been violent, beating up guards, par-
ticularly beating up other prisoners. 

I said, What’s going to happen? 
They said, Well, China won’t take 

him back. We have to release him into 
the United States. 

So is anybody going to be warned? 
Are we going to track him? 

No, we can’t. We can only hold de-
tainees for so long; and then if we want 
to proceed with another court case, 
they’re released until then. 

What happens to him? 
Well, he may wind up in a prison if he 

beats up somebody or does something. 
We have an obligation, as Congress, 

to make sure that none of these detain-
ees are on an airplane with us. 

Mr. Chair, during the Committee on Home-
land Security consideration of H.R. 2200, Mr. 
PASCRELL spoke against my amendment to re-
quire all detainees at Guantanamo Bay, 
GTMO, to be placed on the Transportation Se-
curity Administration, TSA, No Fly List. Mr. 
PASCRELL argued that it was presumptive and 
that the President should have the opportunity 
to make a final disposition on each case rath-
er than automatically require that all GTMO 
detainees be prevented from flying on U.S. 
commercial aircraft. 

Specifically, Mr. PASCRELL stated, ‘‘We know 
that many—and it could be all—are bad actors 
of those 270. But we don’t know that yet, do 
we? We don’t know that. And the point of the 
matter is, the President has a right to exercise 
his authority. I’m saying, let the President act, 
and then we can always respond.’’ 

I originally intended to include this quote in 
my oral statement to demonstrate the lack of 
clarity and understanding regarding what will 
happen with the GTMO detainees given the 
President’s decision to close the GTMO facil-
ity. I agree with Mr. PASCRELL that no one 
knows yet what will happen. Where I strongly 
disagree is that Congress should not wait to 
see what the President decides, which could 
open up a huge security loophole. Congress 
must take proactive measures to ensure the 
safety and security of the American traveling 
public and my amendment would have en-

sured that they were not going to be sitting 
next to a suspected terrorist from GTMO on 
their next flight. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, may I inquire how much 
time is remaining? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Mississippi has 31⁄2 minutes. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has 45 sec-
onds. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chair, I recognize the gentlelady from 
California (Ms. RICHARDSON) for 1 
minute. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chair, I rise 
in support of H.R. 2200, and I welcome 
the opportunity for us to get back on 
topic of what we’re really here to dis-
cuss today. I want to applaud Chair-
man THOMPSON who has brought for-
ward this legislation in a bipartisan 
manner. And if it’s not my mistake, I 
believe this very legislation was 
brought forward to our committee and 
supported in a bipartisan fashion. So 
let’s really talk about what this bill is 
about. 

This bill is about ensuring that pas-
sengers in the United States, Ameri-
cans everywhere, that we can have a 
greater ease and comfort as we travel. 
The power of this particular bill en-
sures that, yes, we will have the legis-
lation in place to ensure that we can 
have training and adequate inspection. 

In my district I have the Long Beach 
Airport and the Compton Woodley Air-
port less than 30 miles from Los Ange-
les International where we move over 
3,000 tons of air cargo and 3 million 
passengers. 

Now is not the time to play games. 
Now is the time to pass this legisla-
tion. I urge my colleagues, let’s get 
past the rhetoric. Let’s read the bill 
and look at the facts. The facts are, 
this bill will assist travelers, increase 
training and ensure that we have a vi-
brant economy. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in strong support of H.R. 
2200, the Transportation Security Administra-
tion Act of 2009, which fully reauthorizes the 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) 
for the first time since enactment of the Avia-
tion and Transportation Security Act of 2001. 
I want to thank my Chairman, Mr. THOMPSON 
for his leadership and skill in shepherding this 
important legislation to the floor. 

I also want to acknowledge the efforts of 
Congresswoman JACKSON-LEE, the chair of 
the Transportation Security Subcommittee, 
who worked so hard to produce a bill that will 
strengthen the ability of TSA to fulfill its mis-
sion of securing all modes of transportation in-
cluding rail, mass transit, trucking, bus, and 
aviation. 

Mr. Chair, H.R. 2200 authorizes nearly $16 
billion for TSA for the next two fiscal years. 
This legislation is the result of months of bi-
partisan negotiations and cooperation and 
consultations with key stakeholders, including 
labor organizations, industry groups, the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office, and the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. 

Mr. Chair, let me list a few reasons why I 
believe all Members should support this bill. 

My district is home to two airports—Long 
Beach International and Compton Woodley— 

and is less than 30 miles from Los Angeles 
International. Long Beach International alone 
handles more than 3,000 tons of air cargo 
each month and 3 million air travelers every 
year. So this legislation has a particular impact 
on my district. It protects the travelers and the 
cargo coming in and out of California that 
helps to drive the local, regional, and national 
economy. 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 
Regarding surface transportation, the bill 

provides for a tripling in the amount of funding 
over FY09 levels and authorizes the hiring of 
an additional 200 surface transportation secu-
rity inspectors for FY20l0 and an additional l00 
inspectors for FY2011. 

Second, the bill establishes a Surface 
Transportation Security Inspection Office with-
in TSA to train and manage inspectors to con-
duct and assist with security activities in sur-
face transportation systems. This is important 
because personnel with surface transportation 
security inspection responsibilities should be 
trained and mentored by persons with sub-
stantial expertise in surface transportation se-
curity. That has not always been true in the 
past. 

Third, the bill creates a Transit Security Ad-
visory Committee to facilitate stakeholder input 
to TSA on surface transportation policy. 

AIRPORT SECURITY AND SCREENING ENHANCEMENTS 
Mr. Chair, airport security is of special inter-

est to me because my district includes the 
Long Beach International Airport. In the area 
of air transport security, the bill directs TSA to 
develop a strategic, risk-based plan to en-
hance security of airport perimeters and it pro-
hibits federal employees and contractors from 
providing advance notice of covert testing to 
airport security screeners. 

The bill also enhances air travel security 
training and performance capabilities by: 

1. Directing TSA to establish an oversight 
program for carrier-provided security training 
for flight attendants and crews; 

2. Authorizing resources for the administra-
tion of the Federal Flight Deck Officer program 
and requires additional training sites for recur-
ring training; 

3. Directing TSA to develop a security train-
ing plan for all-cargo aircraft crews; and 

4. Creating an Ombudsman for the federal 
air marshals. 

MINORITY, SMALL AND DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS 
CONTRACTING 

Finally, Mr. Chair, I support this bill because 
of the inclusion of section 103, which estab-
lishes reporting requirements for TSA on con-
tracts valued at $300,000 or more to ensure 
compliance with existing Federal government- 
wide participation goals for small and dis-
advantaged businesses. 

For all of these reasons, I strongly support 
H.R. 2200 and urge my colleagues to join me 
in voting for the bill and in thanking the Home-
land Security Chairman and Ranking Member 
for producing this excellent legislation. 

Mr. DENT. I would like to reserve 
the balance of my time at this time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chair, I recognize the gentlelady from 
New York (Mrs. LOWEY) for 1 minute. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chair, I rise in 
strong support of this legislation, and I 
thank the chairman for including two 
initiatives on which I’ve worked close-
ly with the chairman. 

One was to make sure there is notifi-
cation of covert testing within our 
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transportation system, and last year 
we successfully implemented a pilot 
program to test the effectiveness of 
physically screening employees who 
have access to secure and sterile areas 
in airports nationwide. 

While the underlying legislation 
makes significant improvements in the 
safety of our air system, I’m dis-
appointed; but I’m very pleased that 
the chairman is going to address the 
inability of TSA workers to collec-
tively bargain. Without this change, 
TSA workers will continue to suffer, 
and we need to have a strong work-
force. 

So I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you for including several initia-
tives, and I look forward to continue 
working together. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in support of H.R. 2200, the 
Transportation Security Administration Author-
ization Act. This important legislation will en-
sure that the traveling public is protected in 
our skies and on our roads and railways. 

The measure incorporates two initiatives on 
which I have worked closely with Chairman 
THOMPSON. First, H.R. 2200 includes legisla-
tion I authored to prohibit the advance notifica-
tion of covert testing within our transportation 
systems. The core principles and goals of cov-
ert testing are undermined when individuals 
are alerted in advance to tests, and these pro-
visions will bolster accountability for and integ-
rity of covert operations. 

Last year, we successfully implemented a 
pilot program to test the effectiveness of phys-
ically screening employees with access to se-
cure and sterile areas of airports nationwide. 
H.R. 2200 builds upon this pilot by testing the 
use of biometrics for these individuals. 

We know there is criminal activity taking 
place at some airports, which could lead to 
possible terrorist activity. We cannot wait for 
the next security breach to take action, and bi-
ometric technology will ensure that only those 
who have permission to be in the most sen-
sitive parts of our airports are granted access. 

While the underlying legislation makes sig-
nificant improvements in the safety of our air 
systems, I am disappointed that it does not 
address the inability of TSA workers to collec-
tively bargain. Without this change, TSA work-
ers will continue to suffer from high rates of in-
jury, attrition, and lowest morale of all federal 
agencies. 

These factors and poor workforce manage-
ment in recent years have created potential 
gaps in our aviation security. My legislation, 
the Transportation Security Workforce En-
hancement Act, would provide the same rights 
and protections as other DHS employees to 
TSA workers, and I look forward to working 
with Chairman THOMPSON to enact this legisla-
tion. 

I commend the Committee for crafting H.R. 
2200 to enhance our transportation security, 
and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. DENT. I would just like at this 
time to thank Chairman BENNIE 
THOMPSON, Chairwoman SHEILA JACK-
SON-LEE, PETE KING, everybody else for 
their collaboration on this important 
piece of legislation. It is a good bill. I 
won’t get into some of the deficiencies 
here right now except to say that we 
need to deal with the Large Aircraft 
Security Program. I know the Chair 

has agreed to holding a committee 
hearing on that very important issue. 
It’s important that we address that 
issue. 

But there are a few things about this 
bill that are very, very important. It 
does prohibit tipping off TSA employ-
ees of covert testing efforts. I think 
that’s important. This legislation also 
requires a secure biometrically en-
hanced system to verify the status of 
law enforcement officers traveling 
armed on commercial passenger air-
craft. It also authorizes demonstration 
projects to test technology design to 
mitigate a terrorist attack against un-
derwater tunnels or open rail lines. It 
also prohibits the TSA’s outsourcing of 
the terrorist watch list, No Fly List 
and selectee list verifications to non- 
governmental entities. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
the time. 

In closing, I would emphasize the im-
portance of passing the Transportation 
Security Administration Authorization 
Act. This bill is the first comprehen-
sive authorization bill for TSA since 
its creation in 2001. It is the product of 
extensive bipartisan negotiation and 
reflects input from GAO, DHS, IG and 
oversight conducted by the Committee 
on Homeland Security. It makes major 
investments in surface transportation 
and triples the overall funding for TSA 
activities. 

Mr. Chairman, let me for the record 
say that there are 239 detainees pres-
ently housed at Gitmo. Under this leg-
islation, all those individuals, if they 
were found innocent or guilty, will go 
on the No Fly List. So there is no ques-
tion about the intent of this legislation 
to put those individuals on the No Fly 
List. 

Apart from that, this is a good bill, 
and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. NADLER of New York. Mr. Chair, I rise 
in opposition to the Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) Authorization Act (HR 
2200). For the most part, this bill is a good bill. 
However, it contains a troubling provision ex-
tending the deadline to screen 100 percent of 
air cargo on passenger planes bound for the 
United States. 

Each year, over 6 billion pounds of cargo 
are transported on passenger planes within, or 
to, the United States. Almost half of this 
amount, 3.3 billion pounds of cargo, is carried 
on passenger planes that originate in foreign 
countries bound for the United States. There 
is no active requirement that this cargo be 
screened for explosives. After the 9/11 ter-
rorist attacks, Congress passed legislation to 
strengthen aviation security, but it failed to ad-
dress this glaring loophole. 

Just two years ago, Congress finally passed 
legislation implementing all of the 9/11 Com-
mission recommendations (H.R. 1 in the 110th 
Congress), requiring 100 percent screening of 
air cargo by August 2010. Even though this 
deadline is more than a full year away, Sec-
tion 201 of H.R. 2200 as reported by the Com-
mittee appears to grant TSA up to an addi-
tional two years from the date of enactment of 
this bill to screen inbound cargo for explo-

sives. It makes no good sense to provide an 
extension a full year in advance of the current 
deadline. 

We must not wait to impose security meas-
ures until cargo reaches the United States. If 
we wait to check for a bomb on a plane when 
it arrives in Newark, or Miami, or Los Angeles, 
it may be too late. Congress recognized this 
and intentionally set a deadline for screening 
all air cargo abroad. We will have to reach 
international agreements to implement the re-
quirement, and in some cases that could be 
challenging, but it is precisely for this reason 
that Congress set an aggressive deadline. It 
has been almost eight years since the terrorist 
attacks of 9/11. We should have implemented 
100 percent air cargo screening years ago. 
Only with vigorous oversight can we be sure 
that all stakeholders involved finally take ac-
tion on this vital national security measure. 

The Coalition of Airline Pilots Associations 
(CAPA) and Families of September 11th also 
oppose the inclusion of this provision. We 
search little old ladies’ shampoo bottles. Cer-
tainly, we can screen cargo in the belly of the 
plane for explosives. 

I am also concerned about Section 405 of 
the bill, which would require that any person 
detained at the Guantanamo Bay facility on or 
after January 1, 2009 must be placed on the 
no-fly list. As the Distinguished Chairman has 
made clear, ‘‘regardless of the nature of the 
disposition’’ of their case. This provision could 
lead to extremely bizarre results. For example, 
a person who was cleared of any wrongdoing, 
and who has been shown to be not a threat 
to the United States, would still be required to 
be placed on the no-fly list. Where is the 
sense in that? We now know that most of the 
people who have been held at Guantanamo at 
one time or another were not a threat, and 
were not in fact guilty of engaging in hostilities 
against the United States. There are people 
still imprisoned at Guantanamo today who are 
there, not because they are a threat, but be-
cause our government can’t figure out what to 
do with them. The Uigers, who are viewed as 
terrorists only by the repressive regime in Bei-
jing, would be labeled as terrorists and added 
to the no-fly list. Is that the policy we want on 
the 20th anniversary of the Tiananmen Square 
massacre? 

I must reluctantly vote ‘‘no’’ on final pas-
sage. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 2200, the 
Transportation Security Administration Author-
ization Act. 

America’s vast, interconnected transpor-
tation networks are the lifeblood of our econ-
omy, safely conveying millions of Americans to 
countless destinations from coast to coast. 
Unfortunately, these arteries of commerce—so 
critical to our national well-being—also rep-
resent a tremendous vulnerability and the dif-
ficult task of securing them falls to a single 
agency: the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration. 

Thankfully, that organization is staffed by 
thousands of dedicated professionals and their 
efforts to defend our transportation system will 
be sensibly strengthened by this legislation. 
With greater resources, newer technology and 
more innovative strategies at its disposal, TSA 
will be better equipped to take on the im-
mense challenge of preserving our freedom of 
movement. 
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American aviation faces an array of threats, 

but guided by this bill, TSA is working to ad-
dress them in ways that save tax dollars and 
don’t unnecessarily inconvenience travelers. 

The Act establishes the Aviation Security 
Advisory Committee, which will enhance the 
agency’s decision-making processes by bring-
ing together key stakeholders, both in private 
industry and the law enforcement community. 
The bill also bars TSA from providing advance 
notice of covert tests, thus increasing their 
usefulness as a performance indicator. In ad-
dition, it requires TSA to report on the deploy-
ment of advanced systems to screen air trav-
elers’ baggage, another crucial step in pre-
venting future terror attacks. 

While commercial aviation should undoubt-
edly remain TSA’s top priority, the London and 
Madrid bombings tragically illustrated the vul-
nerability of mass transit systems. This legisla-
tion emphasizes the importance of modes of 
transportation that were neglected as the 
agency understandably focused the lion’s 
share of its resources on securing our nation’s 
airports in the years after 9/11. 

H.R. 2200 establishes a Surface Transpor-
tation Inspection Office and directs the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to hire additional 
inspectors. By identifying vulnerabilities and 
enforcing regulations, these men and women 
play a crucial role in protecting our mass tran-
sit systems and I’m pleased that this legisla-
tion will bolster their ranks. In addition, this bill 
creates a grant program that would aid the ef-
forts of state and local governments to aug-
ment the security of their public transportation 
networks. 

While I’m confident that every member-of 
this body is deeply concerned about the secu-
rity of the nation’s transportation system, the 
issue is especially important to me as a rep-
resentative of one of America’s great cities. 
Los Angeles is home to our largest container 
port complex, one of our busiest airports, and 
a sprawling transit network that covers hun-
dreds of square miles. 

Beset by threats both foreign and domestic, 
all Americans—but especially the inhabitants 
of urban areas like L.A.—expect that their gov-
ernment will do what is necessary to safe-
guard the buses they ride across town and the 
jets they fly across the country. By enacting 
this legislation, we are working to fulfill that re-
sponsibility to our constituents and to the dedi-
cated TSA personnel charged with protecting 
them. 

Please join me in supporting H.R. 2200. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chair, I rise today in 

strong support of H.R. 2200, the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authorization 
Act. This legislation takes great steps to en-
hance the ability of TSA to secure our skies, 
rail lines, and roads and to protect the Ameri-
cans that rely on these transportation systems 
daily. 

I am especially pleased H.R. 2200 contains 
a provision to help provide flight attendants 
with the self defense training needed to keep 
the traveling public safe. 

Mr. Chair, for years, flight attendants across 
the country have raised concerns over the 
lack of self defense training provided by car-
riers. Adequate self defense training for flight 
attendants will increase the ability of flight at-
tendants to work together to manage a poten-
tially threatening situation. And because a 
flight attendant’s main objective during an at-
tack is to slow it down so the aircraft can land 

safely and quickly, self defense training is just 
common sense. 

I would also like to point out this bill simply 
takes the first step in providing flight attend-
ants with much needed self defense training. 
The legislation requires one day of five hour 
training every other year. The cost associated 
with this additional training—which could occur 
in conjunction with existing safety training pro-
grams—is a small price to pay for increased 
aviation security. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chair, I would like to bring to 
the attention of the House a letter I received 
this week from dozens of airports across the 
country concerning a provision in the pending 
legislation (H.R. 2200) pertaining to back-
ground screening services for aviation work-
ers. I ask unanimous consent that the letter, 
which is addressed to me as well as the dis-
tinguished leaders of the Homeland Security 
Committee and Chairman OBERSTAR, be in-
cluded in the RECORD. 

This is an important issue with which I have 
a great deal of familiarity as the former Chair-
man of the House Aviation Subcommittee. Fol-
lowing the tragic events of 9/11, Congress 
mandated that all workers with access to se-
cure areas of airports be given criminal history 
background checks. While that now seems 
like a necessary and reasonable requirement, 
gaining those checks for nearly a million work-
ers at airports was a daunting task given the 
fact that the Office of Personnel Management 
(OPM)—the entity then in charge of proc-
essing background checks for aviation work-
ers—routinely took more than 50 days to com-
plete the process for each worker. 

Without major upgrades to the process, 
meeting the congressional mandate was sim-
ply not achievable without significant disrup-
tions to the aviation system. Recognizing that 
fact, the Federal Aviation Administration took 
the initiative to create a better system to facili-
tate the required checks and reached out to 
the private sector to help accomplish that goal. 
The result was a unique public/private partner-
ship with the creation of the Transportation 
Security Clearinghouse to process background 
checks for aviation workers. 

The Transportation Security Clearinghouse 
established the first high-speed, secure con-
nection to the federal fingerprint processing 
system and ensured that more than 500 air-
ports were able to access that system and 
complete the necessary background checks. It 
is my understanding that the TSC reduced a 
process that took more than 50 days down to 
an average of four hours, with many checks 
occurring in a matter of minutes. I am told that 
error rates with transmissions were reduced to 
2 percent, well below the average government 
error rate of 8 percent. 

As a result, the initial mandate for com-
pleting background checks was completed 
successfully. Numerous subsequent security 
enhancements—issued directly by the Trans-
portation Security Administration, the agency 
now in charge of aviation security—have like-
wise been completed successfully. Notably, all 
aviation workers and many others in the air-
port environment undergo detailed Security 
Threat Assessments, a process that has been 
facilitated by the TSC. 

Over the past seven-plus years, the TSC 
has processed more than 4 million record 
checks for aviation workers. The costs of the 
checks for aviation workers have been re-
duced twice and at $27 are dramatically lower 

than for workers in other modes of transpor-
tation that require similar checks, including 
port workers and hazardous material truckers. 

I raise these points to make clear that I con-
cur with the view outlined by numerous air-
ports on this letter. The current process for 
aviation workers works well and should not be 
disrupted as TSA seeks to comply with this 
legislation. Additionally, the agency needs to 
ensure that there is no diminution of security 
by requiring that any entity that seeks to pro-
vide these services in the future is capable of 
facilitating all current checks and can meet 
any other additional requirements deemed crit-
ical by the agency. 

I appreciate the work of the Homeland Se-
curity Committee on this issue and look for-
ward to working with them as this process 
moves forward. 

JUNE 2, 2009. 
Hon. BENNIE THOMPSON, 
Chairman, House Homeland Security Com-

mittee, Washington, DC. 
Hon. PETER KING, 
Ranking Member, House Homeland Security 

Committee, Washington, DC. 
Hon. JAMES OBERSTAR, 
Chairman, House Transportation and Infra-

structure Committee, Washington, DC. 
Hon. JOHN MICA, 
Ranking Member, House Transportation and In-

frastructure Committee, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMPSON, CHAIRMAN 

OBERSTAR, RANKING MEMBER KING, and 
RANKING MEMBER MICA: with the House 
poised to consider important TSA authoriza-
tion legislation (H.R. 2200) in the near fu-
ture, we are writing to express our strong 
support for the Transportation Security 
Clearinghouse (TSC) and to ask that at-
tempts to address competition in security 
background screening services legislatively 
do not interfere with the critical security 
services that the TSC currently facilitates. 

Created in the aftermath of September 
11th in partnership with the federal govern-
ment to meet a congressional mandate for 
the completion of background checks for 
aviation workers, the TSC has built an in-
credible record of success over the past 
seven-plus years. To date, more than four 
million records have been vetted against fed-
eral criminal and terrorist data bases at a 
cost much lower than other comparable vet-
ting programs. A process that took weeks to 
complete prior to the creation of the TSC, 
now takes minutes, collectively saving air-
ports and our industry hundreds of millions 
of dollars in operational and employee time 
savings that would otherwise have been 
spent waiting for background checks and 
away from their jobs. 

For the federal government, the TSC 
serves as an invaluable partner in ensuring 
the highest level of security in the back-
ground screening process for aviation work-
ers. As TSA has expanded background check 
requirements for aviation workers and oth-
ers in the airport environment over the 
years, the Clearinghouse has repeatedly 
risen to the occasion—most often at its own 
expense—to ensure that additional checks 
are performed quickly and effectively and in 
a manner that limits disruptions to airport 
operations. Additionally, the TSC adheres to 
all federal data and privacy standards and 
has passed rigorous DHS certification re-
quirements. 

For airports, the TSC has repeatedly prov-
en its value in keeping costs low and services 
high. Difficult TSA mandates have been met 
with minimal disruption, and Clearinghouse 
fees have been reduced twice in recent 
years—currently $27 per employee and sig-
nificantly below the costs of similar pro-
grams. The TSC was established to serve a 
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critical need of airports, and the incentives 
inherent in the TSC model ensure that it 
will continue to put the needs of airports and 
the aviation industry at the forefront. 

While competition in this area is a worthy 
goal, it must not come at the expense of a 
process that works well and that has served 
our industry and the cause of aviation secu-
rity admirably for nearly eight years. As you 
have the opportunity to consider legislation 
aimed at enhancing competition in security 
background screening services, we ask that 
you take steps to ensure that the current 
process facilitated by the TSC is not dis-
rupted and that any service providers ap-
proved to perform similar functions are able 
to meet the same levels of security and serv-
ice that are currently provided by the TSC. 

We appreciate your attention to this im-
portant matter. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. Benjamin DeCosta, A.A.E. Aviation 

General Manager Hartsfield-Jackson 
Atlanta Intl Airport; 

Mr. John L Martin, Airport Director, San 
Francisco Int’l Airport; 

Mr. Jose Abreu, Aviation Director, 
Miami International Airport; 

Mr. Mark Gale, A.A.E., Memphis Inter-
national Airport, Acting Director, 
Philadelphia Int’l Airport; 

Mr. Thomas Kinton, Executive Director/ 
CEO, Massachusetts Port Authority; 

Mr. James Bennett, A.A.E., President & 
C.E.O., Metropolitan Washington Air-
ports Auth., Dulles International Air-
port/Washington Regan National Air-
port. 

Mr. Timothy Campbell, A.A.E., Execu-
tive Director, Baltimore/Washington 
Int’l Thurgood Marshall; 

Mr. Brian Sekiguchi, Deputy Director, 
State Dept. of Transportation, Hono-
lulu International Airport; 

Mr. Ricky Smith, Director of Airports, 
Cleveland Airport System; 

Mr. Larry Cox, A.A.E., President & 
C.E.O., Memphis-Shelby County Air-
port Auth., Memphis International Air-
port; 

Mr. Bradley Penrod, A.A.E., Executive 
Director/C.E.O., Allegheny County Air-
port Authority, Pittsburgh Inter-
national Airport; 

Ms. Elaine Roberts, A.A.E., President & 
C.E.O., Columbus Regional Airport Au-
thority, Port Columbus International 
Airport. 

Mr. Sean Hunter, M.B.A., ACE, Director 
of Aviation, Louis Armstrong New Or-
leans Int’l Airport; 

Mr. Bruce Pelly, Director of Airports, 
Palm Beach International Airport; 

Mr. Stephen Korta, A.A.E., State Avia-
tion Administrator, Connecticut De-
partment of Transportation, Bradley 
International Airport; 

Ms. Christine Klein, A.A.E., Alaska 
DOT&PF Deputy Commissioner, Act-
ing Airport Director, Ted Stevens An-
chorage International Airport; 

Mr. Kevin Dillon, A.A.E., President & 
C.E.O., Rhode Island Airport Corp., 
T.F. Green State; 

Ms. Krys Bart, A.A.E., President & 
C.E.O., Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority, 
Reno-Tahoe Int’l Airport; 

Mrs. Bonnie Allin, A.A.E., President/ 
C.E.O., Tucson Airport Authority. 

Mr. Mark Brewer, A.A.E., Airport Direc-
tor, Manchester–Boston Regional Air-
port; 

Mr. Jon Mathiasen, A.A.E., President & 
C.E.O., Capital Region Airport Com-
mission, Richmond International Air-
port; 

Ms. Monica Lombraña, A.A.E., Director 
of Aviation, El Paso International Air-
port; 

Mr. Jeffrey Mulder, A.A.E., Airport Di-
rector, Tulsa Airport Authority, Tulsa 
International Airport; 

Ms. Susan Stevens, AAE, Director of Air-
ports, Charleston County Aviation Au-
thority; 

Mr. Mark Earle, C.M., Aviation Director, 
Colorado Springs Airport; 

Mr. James Koslosky, A.A.E., Executive 
Director, Gerald R. Ford International 
Airport. 

Mr. George Speake, Jr., C.M., VP of Op-
erations & Maintenance, Orlando San-
ford International Airport; 

Mr. Timothy Edwards, A.A.E., Executive 
Director, Susquehanna Area Reg. Air-
port Auth., Harrisburg International 
Airport; 

Mr. Victor White, A.A.E., Wichita Air-
port Authority, Wichita Mid-Continent 
Airport; 

Mr. Brian Searles, Director of Aviation, 
Burlington International Airport; 

Mr. Richard McQueen, Airport Director, 
Akron-Canton Regional Airport; 

Mr. Richard Tucker, Executive Director, 
Huntsville International Airport; 

Mr. James Loomis, A.A.E., Director of 
Aviation, Lubbock Preston Smith Int’l 
Airport. 

Ms. Kelly Johnson, A.A.E., Airport Di-
rector, N.W. Arkansas Regional Air-
port Auth; 

Mr. Eric Frankl, A.A.E., Executive Di-
rector, Lexington Blue Grass Airport; 

Mr. Dan Mann, A.A.E., Airport Director, 
The Eastern Iowa Airport; 

Mr. Anthony Marino, Director of Avia-
tion, Baton Rouge Metropolitan Air-
port; 

Mr. Bruce Carter, A.A.E., Director of 
Aviation, Quad City Int’l Airport; 

Mr. Gary Cyr, A.A.E., Director of Avia-
tion, Springfield/Branson National Air-
port; 

Mr. Thomas Binford, A.A.E., Director of 
Aviation & Transit, Billings Logan 
Int’l Airport. 

Mr. Philip Brown, C.M., Director of Avia-
tion, McAllen Int’l Airport/City of 
McAllen; 

Mr. John Schalliol, A.A.E., Executive Di-
rector, St. Joseph County Airport Au-
thority, South Bend Regional Airport; 

Mr. Jon Rosborough, Airport Director, 
Wilmington International Airport; 

Mr. Timothy Doll, A.A.E., Airport Direc-
tor, Eugene Airport; 

Mr. Torrance Richardson, A.A.E., Execu-
tive Director of Airports, Fort Wayne 
International Airport; 

Mr. Lew Bleiweis, A.A.E., Deputy Airport 
Director, Asheville Regional Airport 
Authority; 

Mr. Thomas Braaten, Airport Director, 
Coastal Carolina Regional Airport. 

Mr. Joseph Brauer, Airport Director, 
Rhinelander/Oneida County Airport; 

Mr. Robert Bryant, A.A.E., Airport Di-
rector, Salisbury-Ocean City Wicomico 
Regional Airport, Wicomico Regional 
Airport; 

Mr. Barry Centini, Airport Director, 
Wilkes-Barre/Scranton Int’l Airport; 

Mr. Patrick Dame, Executive Director, 
Grand Forks International Airport; 

Mr. David Damelio, Director of Aviation, 
Greater Rochester International Air-
port; 

Mr. Rod Dinger, A.A.E., Airport Man-
ager, Redding Municipal Airport; 

Mr. Shawn Dobberstein, A.A.E., Execu-
tive Director, Hector International 
Airport. 

Mr. John Duval, A.A.E., ACE, Director of 
Operations, Planning and Develop-
ment, Beverly Municipal Airport; 

Ms. Jennifer Eckman, A.A.E., Finance 
and Administration Manager, Rapid 
City Regional Airport; 

Mr. Luis Elguezabal, A.A.E., Airport Di-
rector, San Angelo Regional Airport; 

Mr. Jim Elwood, A.A.E., Airport Direc-
tor, Aspen/Pitkin County Airport; 

Mr. Jose Flores, Airport Manager, La-
redo International Airport; 

Mr. David Gordon, A.A.E., Airport Direc-
tor, Fort Collins Loveland Municipal 
Airport. 

Mr. Thomas Greer, A.A.E., General Man-
ager, Monterey Peninsula Airport Dis-
trict; 

Mr. Rick Griffith, A.A.E., Airport Man-
ager, Bert Mooney Airport Authority; 

Mr. Thomas Hart, Executive Director, 
Williamsport Regional Airport; 

Mr. Gregory Haug, Airport Manager, Bis-
marck Airport; 

Mr. Glenn Januska, A.A.E., Airport Man-
ager, Casper/Natrona County Int’l Air-
port. 

Mr. Cris Jensen, A.A.E., Airport Direc-
tor, Missoula County Airport Author-
ity, Missoula International Airport; 

Mr. Gary Johnson, C.M., Airport Direc-
tor, Stillwater Regional Airport; 

Mr. Stephen Luebbert, Airport Director, 
Texarkana Regional Airport-Webb 
Field; 

Mrs. Cindi Martin, C.M., Airport Direc-
tor, Glacier Park International Air-
port; 

Mr. Derek Martin, A.A.E., Airport Direc-
tor, Klamath Falls Airport; 

Mr. Ronald Mercer, Airport Director, 
Helena Regional Airport; 

Mr. Clifton Moshoginis, Airport Director, 
Kalamazoo Battle Creek Int’l Airport; 

Mr. Lenard Nelson, A.A.E., Aviation Di-
rector, Idaho Falls Regional Airport; 

Mr. Robert Nicholas, A.A.E., Airport 
Manager, Ithaca Tompkins Regional 
Airport. 

Mr. Robb Parish, Airport Manager, Pull-
man-Moscow Regional; 

Mr. Timothy Reid, C.M., Assistant Air-
port Manager, Cheyenne Regional Air-
port; 

Mr. Richard Roof, Airport Manager/Secu-
rity Coord., Barkley Regional Airport 
Authority; 

Mr. David Ruppel, C.M., Airport Man-
ager, Yampa Valley Regional Airport; 

Mr. Darwin Skelton, Airport Director, 
Western Nebraska Regional Airport; 

Mr. Jack Skinner, Airport Manager, Lar-
amie Regional Airport; 

Mr. John Sutton, Director of Aviation, 
Killeen-Fort Hood Regional Airport; 

Mr. Robin Turner, A.A.E., Airport Man-
ager, Lewiston-Nez Perce County Reg. 
Airport; 

Mr. Bradley Whited, A.A.E., Airport Di-
rector, Fayetteville Regional Airport. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. ChaIr, as of February 
28, 2009 all port workers must have a Trans-
portation worker Identification Credential, 
TWIC, to be granted port access. However, 
many longshoremen have not yet received a 
TWIC due to large backlogs at TSA. 

This backlog is causing undue hardship on 
longshoremen and their families—many are 
being prevented from doing their jobs and 
earning a living. In order to get by, many are 
depleting their savings to support their fami-
lies. This problem also unduly disrupts the op-
erations of the ports and the flow of com-
merce. 
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Today we will consider important legislation 

to reauthorize the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration, TSA, and enhance our surface 
and aviation transportation security. 

I commend the committee for including lan-
guage in the bill which clarifies that those who 
perform work in secure areas of our ports be 
allowed escorted access to such areas while 
their application for a TWIC is pending. 

There is a real need to ensure the safety 
and security of our ports, however, we must 
balance this with our need to ensure workers, 
who pose no threat to the U.S., are able to do 
their job and earn an honest living. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
the bill shall be considered as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the 5-minute rule and shall be 
considered read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment is as follows: 

H.R. 2200 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Transportation Security Administration 
Authorization Act’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Definitions. 
Sec. 3. Authorities vested in Assistant Sec-

retary. 
TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION OF 

APPROPRIATIONS 
Sec. 101. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 102. Risk-based system for allocation of re-

sources. 
Sec. 103. Ensuring contracting with small busi-

ness concerns and disadvantaged 
business concerns. 

TITLE II—AVIATION SECURITY 
Subtitle A—Amendments to Chapter 449 

Sec. 201. Screening air cargo and checked bag-
gage. 

Sec. 202. Prohibition of advance notice of covert 
testing to security screeners. 

Sec. 203. Secure verification system for law en-
forcement officers. 

Sec. 204. Ombudsman for Federal Air Marshal 
Service. 

Sec. 205. Federal flight deck officer program en-
hancements. 

Sec. 206. Foreign repair stations. 
Sec. 207. Assistant Secretary defined. 
Sec. 208. TSA and homeland security informa-

tion sharing. 
Sec. 209. Aviation security stakeholder partici-

pation. 
Sec. 210. General aviation security. 
Sec. 211. Security and self-defense training. 
Sec. 212. Security screening of individuals with 

metal implants traveling in air 
transportation. 

Sec. 213. Prohibition on outsourcing. 
Subtitle B—Other Matters 

Sec. 221. Security risk assessment of airport pe-
rimeter access controls. 

Sec. 222. Advanced passenger prescreening sys-
tem. 

Sec. 223. Biometric identifier airport access en-
hancement demonstration pro-
gram. 

Sec. 224. Transportation security training pro-
grams. 

Sec. 225. Deployment of technology approved by 
science and technology direc-
torate. 

Sec. 226. In-line baggage screening study. 
Sec. 227. In-line checked baggage screening sys-

tems. 
Sec. 228. GAO report on certain contracts and 

use of funds. 
Sec. 229. IG report on certain policies for Fed-

eral air marshals. 
Sec. 230. Explosives detection canine teams min-

imum for aviation security. 
Sec. 231. Assessments and GAO Report of in-

bound air cargo screening. 
Sec. 232. Status of efforts to promote air cargo 

shipper certification. 
Sec. 233. Full and open competition in security 

background screening service. 
Sec. 234. Registered traveler. 
Sec. 235. Report on cabin crew communication. 
Sec. 236. Air cargo crew training. 
Sec. 237. Reimbursement for airports that have 

incurred eligible costs. 
Sec. 238. Report on whole body imaging tech-

nology. 
Sec. 239. Protective equipment. 

TITLE III—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
SECURITY 

Sec. 301. Assistant Secretary defined. 
Sec. 302. Surface transportation security in-

spection program. 
Sec. 303. Visible intermodal prevention and re-

sponse teams. 
Sec. 304. Surface Transportation Security 

stakeholder participation. 
Sec. 305. Human capital plan for surface trans-

portation security personnel. 
Sec. 306. Surface transportation security train-

ing. 
Sec. 307. Security assistance IG Report. 
Sec. 308. International lessons learned for se-

curing passenger rail and public 
transportation systems. 

Sec. 309. Underwater tunnel security dem-
onstration project. 

Sec. 310. Passenger rail security demonstration 
project. 

Sec. 311. Explosives detection canine teams. 
TITLE IV—TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 

CREDENTIALING 
Subtitle A—Security Credentialing 

Sec. 401. Report and recommendation for uni-
form security background checks. 

Sec. 402. Animal-propelled vessels. 
Sec. 403. Requirements for issuance of transpor-

tation security cards; access pend-
ing issuance. 

Sec. 404. Harmonizing security card expira-
tions. 

Sec. 405. Securing aviation from extreme ter-
rorist threats. 

Subtitle B—SAFE Truckers Act of 2009 
Sec. 431. Short title. 
Sec. 432. Surface transportation security. 
Sec. 433. Conforming amendment. 
Sec. 434. Limitation on issuance of hazmat li-

censes. 
Sec. 435. Deadlines and effective dates. 
Sec. 436. Task force on disqualifying crimes. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the following definitions apply: 
(1) ASSISTANT SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Assist-

ant Secretary’’ means Assistant Secretary of 
Homeland Security (Transportation Security 
Administration). 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—The term ‘‘Administra-
tion’’ means the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration. 

(3) AVIATION SECURITY ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE.—The term ‘‘Aviation Security Advisory 
Committee’’ means the advisory committee estab-
lished by section 44946 of title 49, United States 
Code, as added by this Act. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 
the Secretary of Homeland Security. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORITIES VESTED IN ASSISTANT SEC-

RETARY. 
Any authority vested in the Assistant Sec-

retary under this Act shall be carried out under 
the direction and control of the Secretary. 

TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 

Secretary $7,604,561,000 for fiscal year 2010 and 
$8,060,835,000 for fiscal year 2011 for the nec-
essary expenses of the Transportation Security 
Administration for such fiscal years. 
SEC. 102. RISK-BASED SYSTEM FOR ALLOCATION 

OF RESOURCES. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after the 

date of enactment of this Act, the Assistant Sec-
retary shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees, including the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Representa-
tives, a report on the status of its implementa-
tion of recommendations from the Comptroller 
General with respect to the use by the Transpor-
tation Security Administration of a risk-based 
system for allocating security resources effec-
tively. 

(b) ASSESSMENTS.—The report shall include 
assessments of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration’s progress in— 

(1) adopting security goals that define specific 
outcomes, conditions, end points, and perform-
ance targets; 

(2) conducting comprehensive risk assessments 
for the transportation sector that meet the cri-
teria established under Homeland Security Pres-
idential Directive-7 in effect as of January 1, 
2009, and combine individual assessments of 
threat, vulnerability, and consequence; 

(3) analyzing the assessments described in 
paragraph (2) to produce a comparative analysis 
of risk across the entire transportation sector to 
guide current and future investment decisions; 

(4) establishing an approach for gathering 
data on investments by State, local, and private 
sector security partners in transportation secu-
rity; 

(5) establishing a plan and corresponding 
benchmarks for conducting risk assessments for 
the transportation sector that identify the scope 
of the assessments and resource requirements for 
completing them; 

(6) working with the Department of Homeland 
Security to effectuate the Administration’s risk 
management approach by establishing a plan 
and timeframe for assessing the appropriateness 
of the Administration’s intelligence-driven risk 
management approach for managing risk at the 
Administration and documenting the results of 
the assessment once completed; 

(7) determining the best approach for assign-
ing uncertainty or confidence levels to analytic 
intelligence products related to the Transpor-
tation Security Administration’s security mis-
sion and applying such approach; and 

(8) establishing internal controls, including— 
(A) a focal point and clearly defined roles and 

responsibilities for ensuring that the Adminis-
tration’s risk management framework is imple-
mented; 

(B) policies, procedures, and guidance that re-
quire the implementation of the Administra-
tion’s framework and completion of related work 
activities; and 

(C) a system to monitor and improve how ef-
fectively the framework is being implemented. 

(c) ASSESSMENT AND PRIORITIZATION OF 
RISKS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with the risk and 
threat assessments required under sections 
114(s)(3)(B) and 44904(c) of title 49, United 
States Code, the report shall include— 

(A) a summary that ranks the risks within 
and across transportation modes, including vul-
nerability of a cyber attack; and 

(B) a description of the risk-based priorities 
for securing the transportation sector, both 
within and across modes, in the order that the 
priorities should be addressed. 

(2) METHODS.—The report also shall— 
(A) describe the underlying methodologies 

used to assess risks across and within each 
transportation mode and the basis for any as-
sumptions regarding threats, vulnerabilities, 
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and consequences made in assessing and 
prioritizing risks within and across such modes; 
and 

(B) include the Assistant Secretary’s working 
definition of the terms ‘‘risk-based’’ and ‘‘risk- 
informed’’. 

(d) FORMAT.—The report shall be submitted in 
classified or unclassified formats, as appro-
priate. 
SEC. 103. ENSURING CONTRACTING WITH SMALL 

BUSINESS CONCERNS AND DIS-
ADVANTAGED BUSINESS CONCERNS. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIME CONTRACTS.— 
The Assistant Secretary shall include in each 
contract, valued at $300,000,000 or more, award-
ed for procurement of goods or services acquired 
for the Transportation Security Administra-
tion— 

(1) a requirement that the contractor shall im-
plement a plan for the award, in accordance 
with other applicable requirements, of sub-
contracts under the contract to small business 
concerns, including small business concerns 
owned and controlled by socially and economi-
cally disadvantaged individuals, small business 
concerns owned and controlled by women, small 
business concerns owned and controlled by serv-
ice-disabled veterans, HUBZone small business 
concerns, small business concerns participating 
in the program under section 8(a) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(a)), institutions of 
higher education receiving assistance under title 
III or V of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 1051 et seq.; 1101 et seq.), and Alaska Na-
tive Corporations created pursuant to the Alas-
ka Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 
et seq.), including the terms of such plan; and 

(2) a requirement that the contractor shall 
submit to the Assistant Secretary, during per-
formance of the contract, periodic reports de-
scribing the extent to which the contractor has 
complied with such plan, including specification 
(by total dollar amount and by percentage of 
the total dollar value of the contract) of the 
value of subcontracts awarded at all tiers of 
subcontracting to small business concerns, insti-
tutions, and corporations referred to in sub-
section (a)(1). 

(b) UTILIZATION OF ALLIANCES.—The Assist-
ant Secretary shall seek to facilitate award of 
contracts by the Administration to alliances of 
small business concerns, institutions, and cor-
porations referred to in subsection (a)(1). 

(c) ANNUAL REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 

shall submit to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate by October 31 each year a 
report on the award of contracts to small busi-
ness concerns, institutions, and corporations re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(1) during the pre-
ceding fiscal year. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The Assistant Secretary shall 
include in each report— 

(A) specification of the value of such con-
tracts, by dollar amount and as a percentage of 
the total dollar value of all contracts awarded 
by the United States in such fiscal year; 

(B) specification of the total dollar value of 
such contracts awarded to each of the categories 
of small business concerns, institutions, and cor-
porations referred to in subsection (a)(1); and 

(C) if the percentage specified under subpara-
graph (A) is less than 25 percent, an expla-
nation of— 

(i) why the percentage is less than 25 percent; 
and 

(ii) what will be done to ensure that the per-
centage for the following fiscal year will not be 
less than 25 percent. 

TITLE II—AVIATION SECURITY 
Subtitle A—Amendments to Chapter 449 

SEC. 201. SCREENING AIR CARGO AND CHECKED 
BAGGAGE. 

(a) INBOUND AIR CARGO ON PASSENGER AIR-
CRAFT.—Section 44901(g) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), and 
(5) as paragraphs (4), (5), and (6), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) INBOUND AIR CARGO ON PASSENGER AIR-
CRAFT.—Not later than 2 years after the date of 
enactment of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration Authorization Act, the Assistant 
Secretary shall establish a system to verify that 
all cargo transported on passenger aircraft oper-
ated by an air carrier or foreign air carrier in-
bound to the United States be screened for ex-
plosives. The system shall include a risk assess-
ment for inbound air cargo on passenger and all 
air cargo airplanes, and the Assistant Secretary 
shall use this assessment to address 
vulnerabilities in cargo screening. The Assistant 
Secretary shall identify redundancies in in-
bound cargo inspection on passenger aircraft by 
agencies and address these to ensure that all 
cargo is screened without subjecting carriers to 
multiple inspections by different agencies.’’. 

(b) MANDATORY SCREENING WHERE EDS IS 
NOT YET AVAILABLE.—Section 44901(e)(1) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(1) A bag match program, ensuring that no 
checked baggage is placed aboard an aircraft 
unless the passenger who checked the baggage 
is aboard the aircraft, is not authorized as an 
alternate method of baggage screening where ex-
plosive detection equipment is available unless 
there are exigent circumstances as determined 
by the Assistant Secretary. The Assistant Sec-
retary shall report to the Committee on Home-
land Security of the House of Representatives 
within 90 days of the determination that bag 
match must be used as an alternate method of 
baggage screening.’’. 
SEC. 202. PROHIBITION OF ADVANCE NOTICE OF 

COVERT TESTING TO SECURITY 
SCREENERS. 

(a) COVERT TESTING.—Section 44935 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating the second subsection (i) 
(as redesignated by section 111(a)(1) of Public 
Law 107–71 (115 Stat. 616), relating to accessi-
bility of computer-based training facilities) as 
subsection (k); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(l) PROHIBITION OF ADVANCE NOTICE TO SE-
CURITY SCREENERS OF COVERT TESTING AND 
EVALUATION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall ensure that information concerning a cov-
ert test of a transportation security system to be 
conducted by a covert testing office, the Inspec-
tor General of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, or the Government Accountability Office 
is not provided to any individual prior to the 
completion of the test. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (1)— 

‘‘(A) an authorized individual involved in a 
covert test of a transportation security system 
may provide information concerning the covert 
test to— 

‘‘(i) employees, officers, and contractors of the 
Federal Government (including military per-
sonnel); 

‘‘(ii) employees and officers of State and local 
governments; and 

‘‘(iii) law enforcement officials who are au-
thorized to receive or directed to be provided 
such information by the Assistant Secretary, the 
Inspector General of the Department of Home-
land Security, or the Comptroller General, as 
the case may be; and 

‘‘(B) for the purpose of ensuring the security 
of any individual in the vicinity of a site where 
a covert test of a transportation security system 
is being conducted, an individual conducting 
the test may disclose his or her status as an in-
dividual conducting the test to any appropriate 
individual if a security screener or other indi-
vidual who is not a covered employee identifies 

the individual conducting the test as a potential 
threat. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR TSA.— 
‘‘(A) MONITORING AND SECURITY OF TESTING 

PERSONNEL.—The head of each covert testing of-
fice shall ensure that a person or group of per-
sons conducting a covert test of a transportation 
security system for the covert testing office is ac-
companied at the site of the test by a cover team 
composed of one or more employees of the covert 
testing office for the purpose of monitoring the 
test and confirming the identity of personnel in-
volved in the test under subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(B) RESPONSIBILITY OF COVER TEAM.—Under 
this paragraph, a cover team for a covert test of 
a transportation security system shall— 

‘‘(i) monitor the test; and 
‘‘(ii) for the purpose of ensuring the security 

of any individual in the vicinity of a site where 
the test is being conducted, confirm, notwith-
standing paragraph (1), the identity of any in-
dividual conducting the test to any appropriate 
individual if a security screener or other indi-
vidual who is not a covered employee identifies 
the individual conducting the test as a potential 
threat. 

‘‘(C) AVIATION SCREENING.—Notwithstanding 
subparagraph (A), the Transportation Security 
Administration is not required to have a cover 
team present during a test of the screening of 
persons, carry-on items, or checked baggage at 
an aviation security checkpoint at or serving an 
airport if the test— 

‘‘(i) is approved, in coordination with the des-
ignated security official for the airport operator 
by the Federal Security Director for such air-
port; and 

‘‘(ii) is carried out under an aviation screen-
ing assessment program of the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

‘‘(D) USE OF OTHER PERSONNEL.—The Trans-
portation Security Administration may use em-
ployees, officers, and contractors of the Federal 
Government (including military personnel) and 
employees and officers of State and local gov-
ernments to conduct covert tests. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the fol-
lowing definitions apply: 

‘‘(A) APPROPRIATE INDIVIDUAL.—The term 
‘appropriate individual’, as used with respect to 
a covert test of a transportation security system, 
means any individual that— 

‘‘(i) the individual conducting the test deter-
mines needs to know his or her status as an in-
dividual conducting a test under paragraph 
(2)(B); or 

‘‘(ii) the cover team monitoring the test under 
paragraph (3)(B)(i) determines needs to know 
the identity of an individual conducting the 
test. 

‘‘(B) COVERED EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘covered 
employee’ means any individual who receives 
notice of a covert test before the completion of a 
test under paragraph (2)(A). 

‘‘(C) COVERT TEST.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘covert test’ means 

an exercise or activity conducted by a covert 
testing office, the Inspector General of the De-
partment of Homeland Security, or the Govern-
ment Accountability Office to intentionally test, 
compromise, or circumvent transportation secu-
rity systems to identify vulnerabilities in such 
systems. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding clause (i), 
the term ‘covert test’ does not mean an exercise 
or activity by an employee or contractor of the 
Transportation Security Administration to test 
or assess compliance with relevant regulations. 

‘‘(D) COVERT TESTING OFFICE.—The term ‘cov-
ert testing office’ means any office of the Trans-
portation Security Administration designated by 
the Assistant Secretary to conduct covert tests 
of transportation security systems. 

‘‘(E) EMPLOYEE OF A COVERT TESTING OF-
FICE.—The term ‘employee of a covert testing of-
fice’ means an individual who is an employee of 
a covert testing office or a contractor or an em-
ployee of a contractor of a covert testing of-
fice.’’. 
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(b) UNIFORMS.—Section 44935(j) of such title is 

amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘The Under Secretary’’ and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(1) UNIFORM REQUIREMENT.—The Assistant 

Secretary’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) ALLOWANCE.—The Assistant Secretary 

may grant a uniform allowance of not less than 
$300 to any individual who screens passengers 
and property pursuant to section 44901.’’. 
SEC. 203. SECURE VERIFICATION SYSTEM FOR 

LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS. 
Section 44917 of title 49, United States Code, is 

amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(e) SECURE VERIFICATION SYSTEM FOR LAW 

ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 

shall develop a plan for a system to securely 
verify the identity and status of law enforce-
ment officers flying while armed. The Assistant 
Secretary shall ensure that the system developed 
includes a biometric component. 

‘‘(2) DEMONSTRATION.—The Assistant Sec-
retary shall conduct a demonstration program to 
test the secure verification system described in 
paragraph (1) before issuing regulations for de-
ployment of the system. 

‘‘(3) CONSULTATION.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall consult with the Aviation Security Advi-
sory Committee, established under section 44946 
of title 49, United States Code, when developing 
the system and evaluating the demonstration 
program. 

‘‘(4) REPORT.—The Assistant Secretary shall 
submit a report to the Committee on Homeland 
Security of the House of Representatives, evalu-
ating the demonstration program of the secure 
verification system required by this section. 

‘‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
From the amounts authorized under section 101 
of the Transportation Security Administration 
Authorization Act, there is authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out this subsection 
$10,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.’’. 
SEC. 204. OMBUDSMAN FOR FEDERAL AIR MAR-

SHAL SERVICE. 
Section 44917 of title 49, United States Code, 

as amended by section 203 of this Act, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(f) OMBUDSMAN.— 
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Assistant Sec-

retary shall establish in the Federal Air Mar-
shal Service an Office of the Ombudsman. 

‘‘(2) APPOINTMENT.—The head of the Office 
shall be the Ombudsman, who shall be ap-
pointed by the Assistant Secretary. 

‘‘(3) DUTIES.—The Ombudsman shall carry 
out programs and activities to improve morale, 
training, and quality of life issues in the Serv-
ice, including through implementation of the 
recommendations of the Inspector General of the 
Department of Homeland Security and the 
Comptroller General.’’. 
SEC. 205. FEDERAL FLIGHT DECK OFFICER PRO-

GRAM ENHANCEMENTS. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 44921(a) of title 

49, United States Code, is amended by striking 
the following: ‘‘The Under Secretary of Trans-
portation for Security’’ and inserting ‘‘The Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, acting through the 
Assistant Secretary of Transportation Secu-
rity’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATORS.—Section 44921(b) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Under’’ in paragraphs (1), (2), 
(4), (6), and (7); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) ADMINISTRATORS.—The Assistant Sec-

retary shall implement an appropriately sized 
administrative structure to manage the program, 
including overseeing— 

‘‘(A) eligibility and requirement protocols ad-
ministration; and 

‘‘(B) communication with Federal flight deck 
officers.’’. 

(c) TRAINING, SUPERVISION, AND EQUIPMENT.— 
Section 44921(c)(2)(C) of such title is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(iv) USE OF FEDERAL AIR MARSHAL SERVICE 
FIELD OFFICE FACILITIES.—In addition to dedi-
cated Government and contract training facili-
ties, the Assistant Secretary shall require that 
field office facilities of the Federal Air Marshal 
Service be used for the administrative and train-
ing needs of the program. Such facilities shall be 
available to Federal flight deck officers at no 
cost for firearms training and qualification, de-
fensive tactics training, and program adminis-
trative assistance.’’. 

(d) REIMBURSEMENT.—Section 44921 of such 
title is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(l) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Assistant Secretary, shall reimburse 
all Federal flight deck officers for expenses in-
curred to complete a recurrent and requalifying 
training requirement necessary to continue to 
serve as a Federal flight deck officer. Eligible 
expenses under this subsection include ground 
transportation, lodging, meals, and ammunition, 
to complete any required training as determined 
by the Assistant Secretary.’’. 
SEC. 206. FOREIGN REPAIR STATIONS. 

Section 44924(f) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(f) REGULATIONS.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall issue regulations establishing security 
standards for foreign repair stations performing 
maintenance for aircraft used to provide air 
transportation and shall ensure that comparable 
standards apply to maintenance work performed 
by employees of repair stations certified under 
part 121 of title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, 
and maintenance work performed by employees 
of repair stations certified under part 145 of 
such title.’’. 
SEC. 207. ASSISTANT SECRETARY DEFINED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 449 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by in-
serting before section 44933 the following: 

‘‘§ 44931. Assistant Secretary defined 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In this chapter— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘Assistant Secretary’ means the 

Assistant Secretary of Homeland Security 
(Transportation Security Administration); and 

‘‘(2) any reference to the Administrator of the 
Transportation Security Administration, the 
Under Secretary of Transportation for Security, 
the Under Secretary of Transportation for 
Transportation Security, or the Under Secretary 
for Transportation Security shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the Assistant Secretary. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORITIES VESTED IN ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY.—Any authority vested in the Assistant 
Secretary under this chapter shall be carried out 
under the direction and control of the Secretary 
of Homeland Security.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis for 
such subchapter is amended by inserting before 
the item relating to section 44933 the following: 

‘‘44931. Assistant Secretary defined.’’. 
SEC. 208. TSA AND HOMELAND SECURITY INFOR-

MATION SHARING. 
(a) FEDERAL SECURITY DIRECTOR.—Section 

44933 of title 49, United States Code, is amend-
ed— 

(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘Man-
agers’’ and inserting ‘‘Directors’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘Manager’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Director’’; 

(3) by striking ‘‘Managers’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Directors’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) INFORMATION SHARING.—Not later than 

one year after the date of enactment of the 
Transportation Security Administration Author-
ization Act, the Assistant Secretary shall— 

‘‘(1) require an airport security plan to have 
clear reporting procedures to provide that the 
Federal Security Director of the airport is imme-
diately notified whenever any Federal, State, or 

local law enforcement personnel are called to an 
aircraft at a gate or on an airfield at the airport 
to respond to any security matter; 

‘‘(2) require each Federal Security Director of 
an airport to meet at least quarterly with law 
enforcement agencies serving the airport to dis-
cuss incident management protocols; and 

‘‘(3) require each Federal Security Director at 
an airport to inform, consult, and coordinate, as 
appropriate, with the airport operator in a time-
ly manner on security matters impacting airport 
operations and to establish and maintain oper-
ational protocols with airport operators to en-
sure coordinated responses to security matters.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 114(f)(6) of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Managers’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Directors’’. 

(2) Section 44940(a)(1)(F) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Managers’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Directors’’. 

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for chapter 449 is amended by striking 
the item relating to section 44933 and inserting 
the following: 
‘‘44933. Federal Security Directors.’’. 
SEC. 209. AVIATION SECURITY STAKEHOLDER 

PARTICIPATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 449 

of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘§ 44946. Aviation Security Advisory Com-

mittee 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF AVIATION SECURITY 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 

shall establish in the Transportation Security 
Administration an advisory committee, to be 
known as the Aviation Security Advisory Com-
mittee (in this chapter referred to as the ‘Advi-
sory Committee’), to assist the Assistant Sec-
retary with issues pertaining to aviation secu-
rity, including credentialing. 

‘‘(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Assistant Sec-
retary shall require the Advisory Committee to 
develop recommendations for improvements to 
civil aviation security methods, equipment, and 
processes. 

‘‘(3) MEETINGS.—The Assistant Secretary shall 
require the Advisory Committee to meet at least 
semiannually and may convene additional meet-
ings as necessary. 

‘‘(4) UNPAID POSITION.—Advisory Committee 
members shall serve at their own expense and 
receive no salary, reimbursement of travel ex-
penses, or other compensation from the Federal 
Government. 

‘‘(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 
‘‘(1) MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS.—The Assistant 

Secretary shall ensure that the Advisory Com-
mittee is composed of not more than one indi-
vidual representing not more than 27 member or-
ganizations, including representation of air car-
riers, all cargo air transportation, indirect air 
carriers, labor organizations representing air 
carrier employees, aircraft manufacturers, air-
port operators, general aviation, and the avia-
tion technology security industry, including bio-
metrics. 

‘‘(2) APPOINTMENTS.—Members shall be ap-
pointed by the Assistant Secretary, and the As-
sistant Secretary shall have the discretion to re-
view the participation of any Advisory Com-
mittee member and remove for cause at any time. 

‘‘(c) NONAPPLICABILITY OF FACA.—The Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) 
shall not apply to the Advisory Committee under 
this section. 

‘‘(d) AIR CARGO SECURITY WORKING GROUP.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 

shall establish within the Advisory Committee 
an air cargo security working group to provide 
recommendations for air cargo security issues, 
including the implementation of the air cargo 
screening initiatives proposed by the Transpor-
tation Security Administration to screen air 
cargo on passenger aircraft in accordance with 
established cargo screening mandates. 
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‘‘(2) MEETINGS.—The working group shall 

meet at least semiannually and provide annual 
reports to the Assistant Secretary with rec-
ommendations to improve the Administration’s 
cargo screening initiatives established to meet 
all cargo screening mandates set forth in section 
44901(g) of title 49, United States Code. 

‘‘(3) MEMBERSHIP.—The working group shall 
include members from the Advisory Committee 
with expertise in air cargo operations and rep-
resentatives from other stakeholders as deter-
mined by the Assistant Secretary. 

‘‘(4) REPORTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The working group shall 

prepare and submit reports to the Assistant Sec-
retary in accordance with this paragraph that 
provide cargo screening mandate implementa-
tion recommendations. 

‘‘(B) SUBMISSION.—Not later than one year 
after the date of enactment of this section and 
on an annual basis thereafter, the working 
group shall submit its first report to the Assist-
ant Secretary, including any recommendations 
of the group— 

‘‘(i) to reduce redundancies and increase effi-
ciencies with the screening and inspection of in-
bound cargo; and 

‘‘(ii) on the potential development of a fee 
structure to help sustain cargo screening ef-
forts.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis for 
such subchapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
‘‘44946. Aviation Security Advisory Com-

mittee.’’. 
SEC. 210. GENERAL AVIATION SECURITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 449 
of title 49, United States Code, as amended by 
section 209 of this Act, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘§ 44947. General aviation security 

‘‘(a) GENERAL AVIATION SECURITY GRANT 
PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall carry out a general aviation security grant 
program to enhance transportation security at 
general aviation airports by making grants to 
operators of general aviation airports for 
projects to enhance perimeter security, airfield 
security, and terminal security. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Not later than one 
year after the date of submission of the first re-
port of the working group under subsection (b), 
the Assistant Secretary shall develop and make 
publically available a list of approved eligible 
projects for such grants under paragraph (1) 
based upon recommendations made by the work-
ing group in such report. 

‘‘(3) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of activities for which grants are made 
under this subsection shall be 90 percent. 

‘‘(b) GENERAL AVIATION SECURITY WORKING 
GROUP.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall establish, within the Aviation Security Ad-
visory Committee established under section 
44946, a general aviation working group to ad-
vise the Transportation Security Administration 
regarding transportation security issues for gen-
eral aviation facilities general aviation aircraft, 
and helicopter operations at general aviation 
and commercial service airports. 

‘‘(2) MEETINGS.—The working group shall 
meet at least semiannually and may convene ad-
ditional meetings as necessary. 

‘‘(3) MEMBERSHIP.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall appoint members from the Aviation Secu-
rity Advisory Committee with general aviation 
experience. 

‘‘(4) REPORTS.— 
‘‘(A) SUBMISSION.—The working group shall 

submit a report to the Assistant Secretary with 
recommendations on ways to improve security at 
general aviation airports. 

‘‘(B) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report of the 
working group submitted to the Assistant Sec-
retary under this paragraph shall include any 

recommendations of the working group for eligi-
ble security enhancement projects at general 
aviation airports to be funded by grants under 
subsection (a). 

‘‘(C) SUBSEQUENT REPORTS.—After submitting 
the report, the working group shall continue to 
report to the Assistant Secretary on general 
aviation aircraft and airports. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
From amounts made available under section 101 
of the Transportation Security Administration 
Authorization Act, there is authorized to be ap-
propriated for making grants under subsection 
(a) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2010 and 
2011.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis for 
such subchapter is further amended by adding 
at the end the following: 
‘‘44947. General aviation security.’’. 
SEC. 211. SECURITY AND SELF-DEFENSE TRAIN-

ING. 
(a) Section 44918(b) of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting the 

following: 
‘‘(1) SELF-DEFENSE TRAINING PROGRAM.—Not 

later than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
the Transportation Security Administration Au-
thorization Act, the Assistant Secretary shall 
provide advanced self-defense training of not 
less than 5 hours during each 2-year period for 
all cabin crewmembers. The Assistant Secretary 
shall consult with the Advisory Committee, es-
tablished under section 44946. and cabin crew 
and air carrier representatives in developing a 
plan for providing self-defense training in con-
junction with existing recurrent training.’’; 

(2) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(3) PARTICIPATION.—A crewmember shall not 
be required to engage in any physical contact 
during the training program under this sub-
section.’’; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (4) and redesig-
nating paragraphs (5) through (7) as para-
graphs (4) through (6), respectively. 

(b) SECURITY TRAINING.—Section 44918(a)(6) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: ‘‘The Assistant 
Secretary shall establish an oversight program 
for security training of cabin crewmembers that 
includes developing performance measures and 
strategic goals for air carriers, and standard 
protocols for Transportation Security Adminis-
tration oversight inspectors, in accordance with 
recommendations by the Inspector General of 
the Department of Homeland Security and the 
Comptroller General.’’. 
SEC. 212. SECURITY SCREENING OF INDIVIDUALS 

WITH METAL IMPLANTS TRAVELING 
IN AIR TRANSPORTATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 44903 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(m) SECURITY SCREENING OF INDIVIDUALS 
WITH METAL IMPLANTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall ensure fair treatment in the screening of 
individuals with metal implants traveling in air 
transportation. 

‘‘(2) PLAN.—The Assistant Secretary shall 
submit a plan to the Committee on Homeland 
Security of the House of Representatives for im-
proving security screening procedures for indi-
viduals with metal implants to limit disruptions 
in the screening process while maintaining secu-
rity. The plan shall include benchmarks for im-
plementing changes to the screening process and 
analysis of approaches to limit such disruptions 
for individuals with metal implants including 
participation in the Registered Traveler pro-
gram, as established pursuant to section 
109(a)(3) of the Aviation Transportation Secu-
rity Act (115 Stat. 597), and the development of 
a new credential or system that incorporates bi-
ometric technology and other applicable tech-
nologies to verify the identity of an individual 
who has a metal implant. 

‘‘(3) METAL IMPLANT DEFINED.—In this sub-
section, the term ‘metal implant’ means a metal 
device or object that has been surgically im-
planted or otherwise placed in the body of an 
individual, including any metal device used in a 
hip or knee replacement, metal plate, metal 
screw, metal rod inside a bone, and other metal 
orthopedic implants.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authorization 
Act, the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
submit the plan for security screening proce-
dures for individuals with metal implants, as re-
quired by section 44903(m) of title 49, United 
States Code. 
SEC. 213. PROHIBITION ON OUTSOURCING. 

Section 44903(j)(2)(C) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new clause: 

‘‘(v) OUTSOURCING PROHIBITED.—Upon imple-
mentation of the advanced passenger 
prescreening system required by this section, the 
Assistant Secretary shall prohibit any non-gov-
ernmental entity from administering the func-
tion of comparing passenger information to the 
automatic selectee and no fly lists, consolidated 
and integrated terrorist watchlists, or any list or 
database derived from such watchlists for activi-
ties related to aviation security. The Assistant 
Secretary shall report to the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate when any 
non-governmental entity is authorized access to 
the watchlists described in this clause.’’. 

Subtitle B—Other Matters 
SEC. 221. SECURITY RISK ASSESSMENT OF AIR-

PORT PERIMETER ACCESS CON-
TROLS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall develop a strategic risk-based plan to im-
prove transportation security at airports that 
includes best practices to make airport perimeter 
access controls more secure at all commercial 
service and general aviation airports. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The plan shall— 
(1) incorporate best practices for enhanced pe-

rimeter access controls; 
(2) evaluate and incorporate major findings of 

all relevant pilot programs of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration; 

(3) address recommendations of the Comp-
troller General on perimeter access controls; 

(4) include a requirement that airports update 
their security plans to incorporate the best prac-
tices, as appropriate, based on risk and adapt 
the best practices to meet the needs specific to 
their facilities; and 

(5) include an assessment of the role of new 
and emerging technologies, including unmanned 
and autonomous perimeter security tech-
nologies, that could be utilized at both commer-
cial and general aviation facilities. 
SEC. 222. ADVANCED PASSENGER PRESCREENING 

SYSTEM. 
(a) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate a report that— 

(1) describes the progress made by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security in implementing the 
advanced passenger prescreening system; 

(2) compares the total number of misidentified 
passengers who must undergo secondary screen-
ing or have been prevented from boarding a 
plane during the 3-month period beginning 90 
days before the date of enactment of the Trans-
portation Security Administration Authoriza-
tion Act with the 3-month period beginning 90 
days after such date; and 

(3) includes any other relevant recommenda-
tions that the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security or the Comptroller 
General determines appropriate. 
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(b) SUBSEQUENT REPORTS.—The Comptroller 

General shall submit subsequent reports on the 
implementation to such Committees every 90 
days thereafter until the implementation is com-
plete. 
SEC. 223. BIOMETRIC IDENTIFIER AIRPORT AC-

CESS ENHANCEMENT DEMONSTRA-
TION PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall carry out a demonstration program under 
which biometric identifier access systems for in-
dividuals with unescorted access to secure or 
sterile areas of an airport, including airport em-
ployees and flight crews, are evaluated for the 
purposes of enhancing transportation security 
at airports and to determine how airports can 
implement uniform biometric identifier and 
interoperable security systems. 

(b) AIRPORTS PARTICIPATING IN PROGRAM.— 
The Assistant Secretary shall select at least 7 
airports, including at least 2 large airports, to 
participate in the demonstration program. 

(c) INITIATION AND DURATION OF PROGRAM.— 
(1) DEADLINE FOR INITIATION.—The Assistant 

Secretary shall conduct the demonstration pro-
gram not later than one year after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) DURATION.—The program shall have a du-
ration of not less than 180 days and not more 
than one year. 

(d) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—In conducting the 
demonstration program, the Assistant Secretary 
shall— 

(1) assess best operational, administrative, 
and management practices in creating uniform, 
standards-based, and interoperable biometric 
identifier systems for all individuals with access 
to secure or sterile areas of commercial service 
airports; and 

(2) conduct a risk-based analysis of the se-
lected airports and other airports, as the Assist-
ant Secretary determines appropriate, to iden-
tify where the implementation of biometric iden-
tifier systems could benefit security. 

(e) CONSIDERATIONS.—In conducting the dem-
onstration program, the Assistant Secretary 
shall consider, at a minimum, the following: 

(1) PARALLEL SYSTEMS.—Existing parallel bio-
metric transportation security systems applica-
ble to workers with unescorted access to trans-
portation systems, including— 

(A) transportation worker identification cre-
dentials issued under section 70105 of title 46, 
United States Code; 

(B) armed law enforcement travel credentials 
issued under section 44903(h)(6) of title 49, 
United States Code; and 

(C) other credential and biometric identifier 
systems used by the Federal Government, as the 
Assistant Secretary considers appropriate. 

(2) EFFORTS BY TRANSPORTATION SECURITY AD-
MINISTRATION.—Any biometric identifier system 
or proposals developed by the Assistant Sec-
retary. 

(3) INFRASTRUCTURE AND TECHNICAL REQUIRE-
MENTS.—The architecture, modules, interfaces, 
and transmission of data needed for airport se-
curity operations. 

(4) EXISTING AIRPORT SYSTEMS.—Credentialing 
and access control systems in use in secure and 
sterile areas of airports. 

(5) ASSOCIATED COSTS.—The costs of imple-
menting uniform, standards-based, and inter-
operable biometric identifier systems at airports, 
including— 

(A) the costs to airport operators, airport 
workers, air carriers, and other aviation indus-
try stakeholders; and 

(B) the costs associated with ongoing oper-
ations and maintenance and modifications and 
enhancements needed to support changes in 
physical and electronic infrastructure. 

(6) INFORMATION FROM OTHER SOURCES.—Rec-
ommendations, guidance, and information from 
other sources, including the Inspector General 
of the Department of Homeland Security, the 
Comptroller General, the heads of other govern-
mental entities, organizations representing air-

port workers, and private individuals and orga-
nizations. 

(f) IDENTIFICATION OF BEST PRACTICES.—In 
conducting the demonstration program, the As-
sistant Secretary shall identify best practices for 
the administration of biometric identifier access 
at airports, including best practices for each of 
the following processes: 

(1) Registration, vetting, and enrollment. 
(2) Issuance. 
(3) Verification and use. 
(4) Expiration and revocation. 
(5) Development of a cost structure for acqui-

sition of biometric identifier credentials. 
(6) Development of redress processes for work-

ers. 
(g) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the dem-

onstration program, the Assistant Secretary 
shall consult with the Aviation Security Advi-
sory Committee regarding how airports may 
transition to uniform, standards-based, and 
interoperable biometric identifier systems for air-
port workers and others with unescorted access 
to secure or sterile areas of an airport. 

(h) EVALUATION.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall conduct an evaluation of the demonstra-
tion program to specifically assess best oper-
ational, administrative, and management prac-
tices in creating a standard, interoperable, bio-
metric identifier access system for all individuals 
with access to secure or sterile areas of commer-
cial service airports. 

(i) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 180 
days after the last day of that demonstration 
program ends, the Assistant Secretary shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional committees, 
including the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives, a report on the 
results of the demonstration program. The re-
port shall include possible incentives for airports 
that voluntarily seek to implement uniform, 
standards-based, and interoperable biometric 
identifier systems. 

(j) BIOMETRIC IDENTIFIER SYSTEM DEFINED.— 
In this section, the term ‘‘biometric identifier 
system’’ means a system that uses biometric 
identifier information to match individuals and 
confirm identity for transportation security and 
other purposes. 

(k) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
From amounts authorized under section 101, 
there is authorized to be appropriated a total of 
$20,000,000 to carry out this section for fiscal 
years 2010 and 2011. 
SEC. 224. TRANSPORTATION SECURITY TRAINING 

PROGRAMS. 
Not later than one year after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Assistant Secretary 
shall establish recurring training of transpor-
tation security officers regarding updates to 
screening procedures and technologies in re-
sponse to weaknesses identified in covert tests at 
airports. The training shall include— 

(1) internal controls for monitoring and docu-
menting compliance of transportation security 
officers with training requirements; 

(2) the availability of high-speed Internet and 
Intranet connectivity to all airport training fa-
cilities of the Administration; and 

(3) such other matters as identified by the As-
sistant Secretary with regard to training. 
SEC. 225. DEPLOYMENT OF TECHNOLOGY AP-

PROVED BY SCIENCE AND TECH-
NOLOGY DIRECTORATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary, in 
consultation with the Directorate of Science and 
Technology of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, shall develop and submit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress, including the 
Committee on Homeland Security of the House 
of Representatives, a strategic plan for the cer-
tification and integration of technologies for 
transportation security with high approval or 
testing results from the Directorate and the 
Transportation Security Laboratory of the De-
partment. 

(b) CONTENTS OF STRATEGIC PLAN.—The stra-
tegic plan developed under subsection (a) shall 
include— 

(1) a cost-benefit analysis to assist in 
prioritizing investments in new checkpoint 
screening technologies that compare the costs 
and benefits of screening technologies being 
considered for development or acquisition with 
the costs and benefits of other viable alter-
natives; 

(2) quantifiable performance measures to as-
sess the extent to which investments in research, 
development, and deployment of checkpoint 
screening technologies achieve performance 
goals for enhancing security at airport pas-
senger checkpoints; and 

(3) a method to ensure that operational tests 
and evaluations have been successfully com-
pleted in an operational environment before de-
ploying checkpoint screening technologies to 
airport checkpoints. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 

shall submit to the appropriate committees of 
Congress, including the Committee on Homeland 
Security of the House of Representatives, an an-
nual report on the status of all technologies that 
have undergone testing and evaluation, includ-
ing technologies that have been certified by the 
Department, and any technologies used in a 
demonstration program administered by the Ad-
ministration. The report shall also specify 
whether the technology was submitted by an 
academic institution, including an institution of 
higher education eligible to receive assistance 
under title III or V of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1051 et seq. and 1101 et seq.) 

(2) FIRST REPORT.—The first report submitted 
under this subsection shall assess such tech-
nologies for a period of not less than 2 years. 
SEC. 226. IN-LINE BAGGAGE SCREENING STUDY. 

The Assistant Secretary shall consult with the 
Advisory Committee and report to the appro-
priate committees of Congress, including the 
Committee on Homeland Security of the House 
of Representatives, on deploying optimal bag-
gage screening solutions and replacing baggage 
screening equipment nearing the end of its life 
cycle at commercial service airports. Specifi-
cally, the report shall address the Administra-
tion’s plans, estimated costs, and current bench-
marks for replacing explosive detection equip-
ment that is nearing the end of its life cycle. 
SEC. 227. IN-LINE CHECKED BAGGAGE SCREEN-

ING SYSTEMS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following: 
(1) Since its inception, the Administration has 

procured and installed over 2,000 explosive de-
tection systems (referred to in this section as 
‘‘EDS’’) and 8,000 explosive trace detection (re-
ferred to in this section as ‘‘ETD’’) systems to 
screen checked baggage for explosives at the Na-
tion’s commercial airports. 

(2) Initial deployment of stand-alone EDS ma-
chines in airport lobbies resulted in operational 
inefficiencies and security risks as compared to 
using EDS machines integrated in-line with air-
port baggage conveyor systems. 

(3) The Administration has acknowledged the 
advantages of fully integrating in-line checked 
baggage EDS systems, especially at large air-
ports. According to the Administration, in-line 
EDS systems have proven to be cost-effective 
and more accurate at detecting dangerous items. 

(4) As a result of the large upfront capital in-
vestment required, these systems have not been 
deployed on a wide-scale basis. The Administra-
tion estimates that installing and operating the 
optimal checked baggage screening systems 
could potentially cost more than $20,000,000,000 
over 20 years. 

(5) Nearly $2,000,000,000 has been appro-
priated for the installation of in-line explosive 
detection systems, including necessary baggage 
handling system improvements, since 2007. 

(6) Despite substantial funding, the Adminis-
tration has made limited progress in deploying 
optimal screening solutions, including in-line 
systems, to 250 airports identified in its Feb-
ruary 2006 strategic planning framework. 
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(b) GAO REPORT.—The Comptroller General 

shall submit to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate a report on the Administra-
tion’s progress in deploying optimal baggage 
screening solutions and replacing aging baggage 
screening equipment at the Nation’s commercial 
airports. The report shall also include an anal-
ysis of the Administration’s methodology for ex-
pending public funds to deploy in-line explosive 
detection systems since 2007. The report shall 
address, at a minimum— 

(1) the Administration’s progress in deploying 
optimal screening solutions at the Nation’s larg-
est commercial airports, including resources ob-
ligated and expended through fiscal year 2009; 

(2) the potential benefits and challenges asso-
ciated with the deployment of optimal screening 
solutions at the Nation’s commercial airports; 
and 

(3) the Administration’s plans, estimated 
costs, and current milestones for replacing EDS 
machines that are nearing the end of their esti-
mated useful product lives. 

(c) UPDATES REQUIRED.—Not later than 6 
months after submitting the report required in 
subsection (b) and every 6 months thereafter 
until the funds appropriated for such systems 
are expended, the Comptroller General shall 
provide the Committee on Homeland Security of 
the House of Representatives an update regard-
ing its analysis of the Administration’s expendi-
tures for explosive detection and in-line baggage 
systems. 
SEC. 228. GAO REPORT ON CERTAIN CONTRACTS 

AND USE OF FUNDS. 
Not later than 60 days after the date of enact-

ment of this Act, and every 6 months thereafter, 
the Comptroller General shall submit to the 
Committee on Homeland Security of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate a report regarding any funds made available 
by the Consolidated Security, Disaster Assist-
ance, and Continuing Appropriations Act, 2009 
(Public Law 110–329), the Omnibus Appropria-
tions Act, 2009 (Public Law 111–8), or the Eco-
nomic Stimulus Act of 2008 (Public Law 110–185) 
used by the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration to award a contract for any explosive 
detection screening system or to implement any 
other screening or detection technology for use 
at an airport. 
SEC. 229. IG REPORT ON CERTAIN POLICIES FOR 

FEDERAL AIR MARSHALS. 
Not later than 120 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Inspector General of the 
Department of Homeland Security shall review 
the minimum standards and policies regarding 
rest periods between deployments and any other 
standards or policies applicable to Federal air 
marshals reporting to duty. After such review, 
the Inspector General shall make any rec-
ommendations to such standards and policies 
the Inspector General considers necessary to en-
sure an alert and responsible workforce of Fed-
eral air marshals. 
SEC. 230. EXPLOSIVES DETECTION CANINE 

TEAMS MINIMUM FOR AVIATION SE-
CURITY. 

The Assistant Secretary shall ensure that the 
number of explosives detection canine teams for 
aviation security is not less than 250 through 
fiscal year 2011. 
SEC. 231. ASSESSMENTS AND GAO REPORT OF IN-

BOUND AIR CARGO SCREENING. 
Section 1602 of the Implementing Rec-

ommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 (121 Stat. 478) is amended by inserting at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(c) ASSESSMENT OF INBOUND COMPLIANCE.— 
Upon establishment of the inbound air cargo 
screening system, the Assistant Secretary shall 
submit a report to the Committee on Homeland 
Security in the House of Representatives on the 
impact, rationale, and percentage of air cargo 

being exempted from screening under exemptions 
granted under section 44901(i)(1) of title 49, 
United States Code. 

‘‘(d) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act and 
quarterly thereafter, the Comptroller General 
shall review the air cargo screening system for 
inbound passenger aircraft and report to the 
Committee on Homeland Security in the House 
of Representatives on the status of implementa-
tion, including the approximate percentage of 
cargo being screened, as well as the Administra-
tion’s methods to verify the screening system’s 
implementation.’’. 
SEC. 232. STATUS OF EFFORTS TO PROMOTE AIR 

CARGO SHIPPER CERTIFICATION. 
Not later than 180 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Assistant Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate a report on the status of the 
implementation of the Administration’s plan to 
promote a program to certify the screening 
methods used by shippers in a timely manner, in 
accordance with section 44901(g) of title 49, 
United States Code, including participation by 
shippers with robust and mature internal secu-
rity programs. 
SEC. 233. FULL AND OPEN COMPETITION IN SECU-

RITY BACKGROUND SCREENING 
SERVICE. 

Not later than 9 months after the date of en-
actment of this section, the Secretary shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register a notice that the se-
lection process for security background screen-
ing services for persons requiring background 
screening in the aviation industry is subject to 
full and open competition. The notice shall in-
clude— 

(1) a statement that airports and other af-
fected entities are not required to use a single 
service provider of background screening serv-
ices and may use the services of other providers 
approved by the Assistant Secretary; 

(2) requirements for disposal of personally 
identifiable information by the approved pro-
vider by a date certain; and 

(3) information on all technical specifications 
and other criteria required by the Assistant Sec-
retary to approve a background screening serv-
ice provider. 
SEC. 234. REGISTERED TRAVELER. 

(a) ASSESSMENTS AND BACKGROUND CHECKS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2) and 

not later than 120 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, to enhance aviation security 
through risk management at airport checkpoints 
through use of the Registered Traveler program, 
established pursuant to section 109(a)(3) of the 
Aviation Transportation Security Act (115 Stat. 
597), the Assistant Secretary shall— 

(A) reinstate an initial and continuous secu-
rity threat assessment program as part of the 
Registered Traveler enrollment process; and 

(B) allow Registered Traveler providers to per-
form private sector background checks as part of 
their enrollment process with assurance that the 
program shall be undertaken in a manner con-
sistent with constitutional privacy and civil lib-
erties protections and be subject to approval and 
oversight by the Assistant Secretary. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall not reinstate the threat assessment compo-
nent of the Registered Traveler program or 
allow certain background checks unless the As-
sistant Secretary— 

(A) determines that the Registered Traveler 
program, in accordance with this subsection, is 
integrated into risk-based aviation security op-
erations; and 

(B) expedites checkpoint screening, as appro-
priate, for Registered Traveler members who 
have been subjected to a security threat assess-
ment and the private sector background check 
under this subsection. 

(b) NOTIFICATION.— 

(1) CONTENTS.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, if the Assist-
ant Secretary determines that the Registered 
Traveler program can be integrated into risk- 
based aviation security operations under sub-
section (a), the Assistant Secretary shall report 
to the Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate regarding— 

(A) the level of risk reduction provided by car-
rying out section (a); and 

(B) how the Registered Traveler program has 
been integrated into risk-based aviation security 
operations. 

(2) CHANGES TO PROTOCOL.—The Assistant 
Secretary shall also set forth what changes to 
the program, including screening protocols, 
have been implemented to realize the full poten-
tial of the Registered Traveler program. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to authorize any non-
governmental entity to perform vetting against 
the terrorist screening database maintained by 
the Administration. 
SEC. 235. REPORT ON CABIN CREW COMMUNICA-

TION. 
Not later than one year after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Assistant Secretary, in 
consultation with the Advisory Committee estab-
lished under section 44946 of title 49, United 
States Code, shall prepare a report that assesses 
technologies and includes standards for the use 
of wireless devices to enhance transportation se-
curity on aircraft for the purpose of ensuring 
communication between and among cabin crew 
and pilot crewmembers, embarked Federal air 
marshals, and authorized law enforcement offi-
cials, as appropriate. 
SEC. 236. AIR CARGO CREW TRAINING. 

The Assistant Secretary, in consultation with 
the Advisory Committee established under sec-
tion 44946 of title 49, United States Code, shall 
develop a plan for security training for the all- 
cargo aviation threats for pilots and, as appro-
priate, other crewmembers operating in all-cargo 
transportation. 
SEC. 237. REIMBURSEMENT FOR AIRPORTS THAT 

HAVE INCURRED ELIGIBLE COSTS. 
Section 1604(b)(2) of the Implementing Rec-

ommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 (121 Stat. 481) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(2) AIRPORTS THAT HAVE INCURRED ELIGIBLE 
COSTS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authorization 
Act, the Assistant Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity (Transportation Security Administration) 
shall establish a process for resolving reimburse-
ment claims for airports that have incurred, be-
fore the date of enactment of this Act, eligible 
costs associated with development of partial or 
completed in-line baggage systems. 

‘‘(B) PROCESS FOR RECEIVING REIMBURSE-
MENT.—The process shall allow an airport— 

‘‘(i) to submit a claim to the Assistant Sec-
retary for reimbursement for eligible costs de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(ii) not later than 180 days after date on 
which the airport submits the claim, to receive a 
determination on the claim and, if the deter-
mination is positive, to be reimbursed. 

‘‘(C) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the Assistant Secretary estab-
lishes the process under subparagraph (B), the 
Assistant Secretary shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives a report containing a descrip-
tion of the process, including a schedule for the 
timely reimbursement of airports for which a 
positive determination has been made.’’. 
SEC. 238. REPORT ON WHOLE BODY IMAGING 

TECHNOLOGY. 
Upon completion of the ongoing whole body 

imaging technology pilot, the Assistant Sec-
retary shall submit a report to the Committee on 
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Homeland Security of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate on the results 
of the pilot, including how privacy protections 
were integrated. 
SEC. 239. PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authorization 
Act, the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
develop protocols for the use of protective equip-
ment for personnel of the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration and for other purposes. 

(b) DEFINITION.—In this section the term 
‘‘protective equipment’’ includes surgical masks 
and N95 masks. 

TITLE III—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
SECURITY 

SEC. 301. ASSISTANT SECRETARY DEFINED. 
Section 1301 of the Implementing Rec-

ommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 (6 U.S.C. 1111) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through 
(6) as paragraphs (3) through (7), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) ASSISTANT SECRETARY.—The term ‘Assist-
ant Secretary’ means the Assistant Secretary of 
Homeland Security (Transportation Security 
Administration).’’. 
SEC. 302. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 

INSPECTION PROGRAM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following: 
(1) Surface transportation security inspectors 

assist passenger rail stakeholders in identifying 
security gaps through Baseline Assessment for 
Security Enhancement (‘‘BASE’’) reviews, mon-
itor freight rail stakeholder efforts to reduce the 
risk that toxic inhalation hazard shipments pose 
to high threat urban areas through Security Ac-
tion Item (‘‘SAI’’) reviews, and assist in 
strengthening chain of custody security. 

(2) Surface transportation security inspectors 
play a critical role in building and maintaining 
working relationships with transit agencies and 
acting as liaisons between such agencies and the 
Transportation Security Operations Center, re-
lationships which are vital to effective imple-
mentation of the surface transportation security 
mission. 

(3) In December 2006, the Transportation Se-
curity Administration shifted from a system in 
which surface transportation security inspectors 
reported to surface-focused supervisors to a sys-
tem in which inspectors report to aviation-fo-
cused supervisors in the field; a shift which has 
resulted in a strained chain of command, mis-
appropriation of inspectors to nonsurface activi-
ties, the hiring of senior-level inspectors with no 
surface qualifications, and significant damage 
to relationships with transit agencies and in-
spector morale. 

(b) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY IN-
SPECTION OFFICE.—Section 1304 of the Imple-
menting Recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1113) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) through (j) 
as subsections (b) through (i), respectively; and 

(2) by striking subsections (a) and (b) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(a) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY IN-
SPECTION OFFICE.— 

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Assistant Secretary, shall establish 
an office to be known as the Surface Transpor-
tation Security Inspection Office (in this section 
referred to as the ‘Office’). 

‘‘(2) MISSION.—The Secretary shall use the Of-
fice to train, employ, and utilize surface trans-
portation security inspectors to— 

‘‘(A) assist surface transportation carriers, op-
erators, owners, entities, and facilities to en-
hance their security against terrorist attacks 
and other security threats; and 

‘‘(B) assist the Secretary in enforcing applica-
ble surface transportation security regulations 
and directives. 

‘‘(3) OFFICERS.— 
‘‘(A) DIRECTOR.—The head of the Office shall 

be the Director, who shall— 
‘‘(i) oversee and coordinate the activities of 

the Office, including all officers and any cor-
responding surface transportation modes in 
which the Office carries out such activities, and 
the surface transportation security inspectors 
who assist in such activities; and 

‘‘(ii) act as the primary point of contact be-
tween the Office and other entities that support 
the Department’s surface transportation secu-
rity mission to ensure efficient and appropriate 
use of surface transportation security inspectors 
and maintain strong working relationships with 
surface transportation security stakeholders. 

‘‘(B) DEPUTY DIRECTOR.—There shall be a 
Deputy Director of the Office, who shall— 

‘‘(i) assist the Director in carrying out the re-
sponsibilities of the Director under this sub-
section; and 

‘‘(ii) serve as acting Director in the absence of 
the Director and during any vacancy in the of-
fice of Director. 

‘‘(4) APPOINTMENT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Director and Deputy 

Director shall be responsible on a full-time basis 
for the duties and responsibilities described in 
this subsection. 

‘‘(B) CLASSIFICATION.—The position of Direc-
tor shall be considered a position in the Senior 
Executive Service as defined in section 2101a of 
title 5, United States Code, and the position of 
Deputy Director shall be considered a position 
classified at grade GS–15 of the General Sched-
ule. 

‘‘(5) LIMITATION.—No person shall serve as an 
officer under subsection (a)(3) while serving in 
any other position in the Federal Government. 

‘‘(6) FIELD OFFICES.— 
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish primary and secondary field offices in 
the United States to be staffed by surface trans-
portation security inspectors in the course of 
carrying out their duties under this section. 

‘‘(B) DESIGNATION.—The locations for, and 
designation as ‘primary’ or ‘secondary’ of, such 
field offices shall be determined in a manner 
that is consistent with the Department’s risk- 
based approach to carrying out its homeland se-
curity mission. 

‘‘(C) COMMAND STRUCTURE.— 
‘‘(i) PRIMARY FIELD OFFICES.—Each primary 

field office shall be led by a chief surface trans-
portation security inspector, who has significant 
experience with surface transportation systems, 
facilities, and operations and shall report di-
rectly to the Director. 

‘‘(ii) SECONDARY FIELD OFFICES.—Each sec-
ondary field office shall be led by a senior sur-
face transportation security inspector, who shall 
report directly to the chief surface transpor-
tation security inspector of a geographically ap-
propriate primary field office, as determined by 
the Director. 

‘‘(D) PERSONNEL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authorization 
Act, field offices shall be staffed with— 

‘‘(i) not fewer than 7 surface transportation 
security inspectors, including one chief surface 
transportation security inspector, at every pri-
mary field office; and 

‘‘(ii) not fewer than 5 surface transportation 
security inspectors, including one senior surface 
transportation security inspector, at every sec-
ondary field office.’’. 

(c) NUMBER OF INSPECTORS.—Section 1304(e) 
of such Act (6 U.S.C. 1113(e)), as redesignated 
by subsection (b) of this section, is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(e) NUMBER OF INSPECTORS.—Subject to the 
availability of appropriations, the Secretary 
shall hire not fewer than— 

‘‘(1) 200 additional surface transportation se-
curity inspectors in fiscal year 2010; and 

‘‘(2) 100 additional surface transportation se-
curity inspectors in fiscal year 2011.’’. 

(d) COORDINATION.—Section 1304(f) of such 
Act (6 U.S.C. 1113(f)), as redesignated by sub-
section (b) of this section, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘114(t)’’ and inserting ‘‘114(s)’’. 

(e) REPORT.—Section 1304(h) of such Act (6 
U.S.C. 1113(h)), as redesignated by subsection 
(b) of this section, is amended by striking ‘‘2008’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2011’’. 

(f) PLAN.—Section 1304(i) of such Act (6 
U.S.C. 1113(i)), as redesignated by subsection (b) 
of this section, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) PLAN.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authorization 
Act, the Secretary shall submit to the Committee 
on Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate a plan for expanding the duties and 
leveraging the expertise of surface transpor-
tation security inspectors to further support the 
Department’s surface transportation security 
mission. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—The plan shall include— 
‘‘(A) an analysis of how surface transpor-

tation security inspectors could be used to con-
duct oversight activities with respect to surface 
transportation security projects funded by rel-
evant grant programs administered by the De-
partment; 

‘‘(B) an evaluation of whether authorizing 
surface transportation security inspectors to ob-
tain or possess law enforcement qualifications or 
status would enhance the capacity of the Office 
to take an active role in the Department’s sur-
face transportation security operations; and 

‘‘(C) any other potential functions relating to 
surface transportation security the Secretary de-
termines appropriate.’’. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 1304 of such Act (6 U.S.C. 1113) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
From amounts made available under section 101 
of the Transportation Security Administration 
Authorization Act, there are authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary to 
the Secretary to carry out this section for fiscal 
years 2010 and 2011.’’. 

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1304(b) of such Act (6 U.S.C. 1113(b)), as redesig-
nated by subsection (b) of this section, is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subsection (e)’’ and inserting 
‘‘subsection (d)’’. 
SEC. 303. VISIBLE INTERMODAL PREVENTION 

AND RESPONSE TEAMS. 
Section 1303 of the Implementing Rec-

ommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 (6 U.S.C. 1112) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘Adminis-
trator of the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration,’’ and inserting ‘‘Assistant Secretary,’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)(4) by striking ‘‘team,’’ 
and inserting ‘‘team as to specific locations and 
times within their facilities at which VIPR 
teams should be deployed to maximize the effec-
tiveness of such deployment and other mat-
ters,’’; and 

(3) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(b) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—Not later 
than one year after the date of enactment of the 
Transportation Security Administration Author-
ization Act, the Secretary shall develop and im-
plement a system of qualitative performance 
measures and objectives by which to assess the 
roles, activities, and effectiveness of VIPR team 
operations on an ongoing basis, including a 
mechanism through which the transportation 
entities listed in subsection (a)(4) may submit 
feedback on VIPR team operations involving 
their systems or facilities. 

‘‘(c) PLAN.—Not later than one year after the 
date of enactment of the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration Authorization Act, the Sec-
retary shall develop and implement a plan for 
ensuring the interoperability of communications 
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among all participating VIPR team components 
as designated under subsection (a)(1) and be-
tween VIPR teams and any relevant transpor-
tation entities as designated in subsection (a)(4) 
whose systems or facilities are involved in VIPR 
team operations, including an analysis of the 
costs and resources required to carry out the 
plan. 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
From amounts made available under section 101 
of the Transportation Security Administration 
Authorization Act, there are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary to carry out this 
section such sums as may be necessary for fiscal 
years 2010 and 2011.’’. 
SEC. 304. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 

STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XIII of the Imple-

menting Recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1111 et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 1311. TRANSIT SECURITY ADVISORY COM-

MITTEE. 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 

shall establish in the Transportation Security 
Administration an advisory committee, to be 
known as the Transit Security Advisory Com-
mittee (in this section referred to as the ‘Advi-
sory Committee’), to assist the Assistant Sec-
retary with issues pertaining to surface trans-
portation security. 

‘‘(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 

shall require the Advisory Committee to develop 
recommendations for improvements to surface 
transportation security planning, methods, 
equipment, and processes. 

‘‘(B) PRIORITY ISSUES.—Not later than one 
year after the date of enactment of the Trans-
portation Security Administration Authoriza-
tion Act, the Advisory Committee shall submit to 
the Assistant Secretary recommendations on— 

‘‘(i) improving homeland security information 
sharing between components of the Department 
of Homeland Security and surface transpor-
tation security stakeholders, including those 
represented on the Advisory Committee; and 

‘‘(ii) streamlining or consolidating redundant 
security background checks required by the De-
partment under relevant statutes governing sur-
face transportation security, as well as redun-
dant security background checks required by 
States where there is no legitimate homeland se-
curity basis for requiring such checks. 

‘‘(3) MEETINGS.—The Assistant Secretary shall 
require the Advisory Committee to meet at least 
semiannually and may convene additional meet-
ings as necessary. 

‘‘(4) UNPAID POSITION.—Advisory Committee 
Members shall serve at their own expense and 
receive no salary, reimbursement for travel ex-
penses, or other compensation from the Federal 
Government. 

‘‘(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 

shall ensure that the Advisory Committee is 
composed of not more than one individual rep-
resenting not more than 27 member organiza-
tions, including representatives from public 
transportation agencies, passenger rail agencies 
or operators, railroad carriers, motor carriers, 
owners or operators of highways, over-the-road 
bus operators and terminal owners and opera-
tors, pipeline operators, labor organizations rep-
resenting employees of such entities, and the 
surface transportation security technology in-
dustry. 

‘‘(2) APPOINTMENTS.—Members shall be ap-
pointed by the Assistant Secretary and the As-
sistant Secretary shall have the discretion to re-
view the participation of any Advisory Com-
mittee member and remove for cause at any time. 

‘‘(c) NONAPPLICABILITY OF FACA.—The Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) 
shall not apply to the Advisory Committee under 
this section. 

‘‘(d) PASSENGER CARRIER SECURITY WORKING 
GROUP.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall establish within the Advisory Committee a 
passenger carrier security working group to pro-
vide recommendations for successful implemen-
tation of initiatives relating to passenger rail, 
over-the-road bus, and public transportation se-
curity proposed by the Transportation Security 
Administration in accordance with statutory re-
quirements, including relevant grant programs 
and security training provisions. 

‘‘(2) MEETINGS.—The working group shall 
meet at least semiannually and provide annual 
reports to the Assistant Secretary with rec-
ommendations to improve the Transportation 
Security Administration’s initiatives relating to 
passenger rail, over-the-road bus, and public 
transportation security, including grant, train-
ing, inspection, or other relevant programs au-
thorized in titles XIII and XIV, and subtitle C 
of title XV of this Act. 

‘‘(3) MEMBERSHIP.—The working group shall 
be composed of members from the Advisory Com-
mittee with expertise in public transportation, 
over-the-road bus, or passenger rail systems and 
operations, all appointed by the Assistant Sec-
retary. 

‘‘(4) REPORTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The working group shall 

prepare and submit reports to the Assistant Sec-
retary in accordance with this paragraph that 
provide recommendations as described in para-
graphs (1) and (2). 

‘‘(B) SUBMISSION.—Not later than one year 
after the date of enactment of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authorization 
Act, and on an annual basis thereafter, the 
working group shall submit a report on the find-
ings and recommendations developed under sub-
paragraph (A) to the Assistant Secretary. 

‘‘(e) FREIGHT RAIL SECURITY WORKING 
GROUP.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall establish within the Advisory Committee a 
freight rail security working group to provide 
recommendations for successful implementation 
of initiatives relating to freight rail security pro-
posed by the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration in accordance with statutory require-
ments, including relevant grant programs and 
security training provisions. 

‘‘(2) MEETINGS.—The working group shall 
meet at least semiannually and provide annual 
reports to the Assistant Secretary with rec-
ommendations to improve the Transportation 
Security Administration’s initiatives relating to 
freight rail security, including grant, training, 
inspection, or other relevant programs author-
ized in titles XIII and XV of this Act. 

‘‘(3) MEMBERSHIP.—The working group shall 
be composed of members from the Advisory Com-
mittee with expertise in freight rail systems and 
operations, all appointed by the Assistant Sec-
retary. 

‘‘(4) REPORTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The working group shall 

prepare and submit reports to the Assistant Sec-
retary in accordance with this paragraph that 
provide recommendations as described in para-
graphs (1) and (2). 

‘‘(B) SUBMISSION.—Not later than one year 
after the date of enactment of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authorization 
Act, and on an annual basis thereafter, the 
working group shall submit a report on the find-
ings and recommendations developed under sub-
paragraph (A) to the Assistant Secretary.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 1(b) of 
the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission Act of 2007 (Public Law 110–53) is 
amended by adding at the end of title XIII 
(Transportation Security Enchantments) the 
following: 

‘‘Sec. 1311. Transit Security Advisory Com-
mittee.’’. 

SEC. 305. HUMAN CAPITAL PLAN FOR SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION SECURITY PER-
SONNEL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the As-
sistant Secretary shall submit to the Committee 
on Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate a human capital plan for hiring, training, 
managing, and compensating surface transpor-
tation security personnel, including surface 
transportation security inspectors. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In developing the human 
capital plan, the Assistant Secretary shall con-
sult with the chief human capital officer of the 
Department of Homeland Security, the Director 
of the Surface Transportation Security Inspec-
tion Office, the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, and the Comptroller 
General. 

(c) APPROVAL.—Prior to submission, the 
human capital plan shall be reviewed and ap-
proved by the chief human capital officer of the 
Department of Homeland Security. 
SEC. 306. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 

TRAINING. 
(a) STATUS REPORT.—Not later than 30 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit a report to the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate on the 
status of the Department’s implementation of 
sections 1408, 1517, and 1534 of the Implementing 
Recommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 (6 U.S.C. 1137, 1167, and 1184), including 
detailed timeframes for development and 
issuance of the transportation security training 
regulations required under such sections. 

(b) PRIVATE PROVIDERS.—Not later than one 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Assistant Secretary shall identify criteria and 
establish a process for approving and maintain-
ing a list of approved private third-party pro-
viders of security training with whom surface 
transportation entities may enter into contracts, 
as needed, for the purpose of satisfying security 
training requirements of the Department of 
Homeland Security, including requirements de-
veloped under sections 1408, 1517, and 1534 of 
the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1137, 1167, and 
1184), in accordance with section 103 of this Act. 
SEC. 307. SECURITY ASSISTANCE IG REPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the In-
spector General of the Department of Homeland 
Security shall submit to the Committee on Home-
land Security of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate a report on 
the roles and responsibilities of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration and any other 
relevant component of the Department of Home-
land Security in administering security assist-
ance grants under section 1406 of the Imple-
menting Recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1135). 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report shall— 
(1) clarify and describe the roles and respon-

sibilities of each relevant component of the De-
partment, including the Transportation Security 
Administration, at different stages of the grant 
process, including the allocation stage, the 
award stage, and the distribution stage; 

(2) identify areas in which relevant compo-
nents of the Department, including the Trans-
portation Security Administration, may better 
integrate or coordinate their activities in order 
to streamline the grant administration process 
and improve the efficiency of the project ap-
proval process for grantees; 

(3) assess the current state of public transpor-
tation and passenger rail security expertise pos-
sessed by relevant personnel involved in the 
grant administration or project approval proc-
esses carried out by relevant components of the 
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Department, including the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration; and 

(4) include recommendations for how each rel-
evant component of the Department, including 
the Transportation Security Administration, 
may further clarify, coordinate, or maximize its 
roles and responsibilities in administering grant 
funds and approving grant projects under sec-
tion 1406. 
SEC. 308. INTERNATIONAL LESSONS LEARNED 

FOR SECURING PASSENGER RAIL 
AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SYS-
TEMS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) numerous terrorist attacks since September 

11, 2001, have targeted passenger rail or public 
transportation systems; 

(2) nearly 200 people were killed and almost 
2,000 more were injured when terrorists set off 10 
simultaneous explosions on 4 commuter trains in 
Madrid, Spain, on March 11, 2004; 

(3) 50 people were killed and more than 700 in-
jured in successive bombings of 3 transit stations 
and a public bus in London, England, on July 
7, 2005, and a second attack against 4 similar 
targets on July 21, 2005, failed because of faulty 
detonators; 

(4) more than 200 people were killed and more 
than 700 injured in simultaneous terrorist bomb-
ings of commuter trains on the Western Line in 
the suburbs of Mamba, India, on July 11, 2006; 

(5) the acts of terrorism in Mamba, India, on 
November 26, 2008, included commando-style at-
tacks on a major railway station; and 

(6) a disproportionately low amount of atten-
tion and resources have been devoted to surface 
transportation security by the Department of 
Homeland Security, including the security of 
passenger rail and public transportation sys-
tems, as compared with aviation security, which 
has been the primary focus of Federal transpor-
tation security efforts generally, and of the 
Transportation Security Administration in par-
ticular. 

(b) STUDY.—The Comptroller General shall 
conduct a study on the efforts undertaken by 
the Secretary and Assistant Secretary, as well 
as other entities determined by the Comptroller 
General to have made significant efforts, since 
January 1, 2004, to learn from foreign nations 
that have been targets of terrorist attacks on 
passenger rail and public transportation systems 
in an effort to identify lessons learned from the 
experience of such nations to improve the execu-
tion of Department functions to address trans-
portation security gaps in the United States. 

(c) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall submit to the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate a report 
on the results of the study. The report shall also 
include an analysis of relevant legal differences 
that may affect the ability of the Department to 
apply lessons learned. 

(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Comptroller 
General shall include in the report recommenda-
tions on how the Department and its compo-
nents, including the Transportation Security 
Administration, can expand efforts to learn from 
the expertise and the security practices of pas-
senger rail and public transportation systems in 
foreign nations that have experienced terrorist 
attacks on such systems. 
SEC. 309. UNDERWATER TUNNEL SECURITY DEM-

ONSTRATION PROJECT. 
(a) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—The Assistant 

Secretary, in consultation with the Under Sec-
retary for Science and Technology, shall con-
duct a full-scale demonstration project to test 
and assess the feasibility and effectiveness of 
certain technologies to enhance the security of 
underwater public transportation tunnels 
against terrorist attacks involving the use of im-
provised explosive devices. 

(b) INFLATABLE PLUGS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—At least one of the tech-
nologies tested under subsection (a) shall be in-
flatable plugs that may be rapidly deployed to 
prevent flooding of a tunnel. 

(2) FIRST TECHNOLOGY TESTED.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Assistant Secretary shall carry out a 
demonstration project that tests the effective-
ness of using inflatable plugs for the purpose 
described in paragraph (1). 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 180 
days after completion of the demonstration 
project under this section, the Assistant Sec-
retary shall submit a report to the appropriate 
committees of Congress, including the Committee 
on Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives, on the results of the demonstration 
project. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—Of 
the amounts made available under section 101 
for fiscal year 2010, $8,000,000 shall be available 
to carry out this section. 
SEC. 310. PASSENGER RAIL SECURITY DEM-

ONSTRATION PROJECT. 
(a) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—The Assistant 

Secretary, in consultation with the Under Sec-
retary for Science and Technology, shall con-
duct a demonstration project in a passenger rail 
system to test and assess the feasibility and ef-
fectiveness of technologies to strengthen the se-
curity of passenger rail systems against terrorist 
attacks involving the use of improvised explosive 
devices. 

(b) SECURITY TECHNOLOGIES.—The demonstra-
tion project under this section shall test and as-
sess technologies to— 

(1) detect improvised explosive devices on sta-
tion platforms, through the use of foreign object 
detection programs in conjunction with cam-
eras; and 

(2) defeat improvised explosive devices left on 
rail tracks. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 180 
days after completion of the demonstration 
project under this section, the Assistant Sec-
retary shall submit a report to the appropriate 
committees of Congress, including the Committee 
on Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives, on the results of the demonstration 
project. 
SEC. 311. EXPLOSIVES DETECTION CANINE 

TEAMS. 
Section 1307 of the Implementing Rec-

ommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 (6 U.S.C. 1116) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘2010’’ 

and inserting ‘‘2011’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(3) ALLOCATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall in-

crease the number of canine teams certified by 
the Transportation Security Administration for 
the purpose of passenger rail and public trans-
portation security activities to not less than 200 
canine teams by the end of fiscal year 2011. 

‘‘(B) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary shall expand the use of canine teams to 
enhance passenger rail and public transpor-
tation security by entering into cooperative 
agreements with passenger rail and public 
transportation agencies eligible for security as-
sistance under section 1406 of this Act for the 
purpose of deploying and maintaining canine 
teams to such agencies for use in passenger rail 
or public transportation security activities and 
providing for assistance in an amount not less 
than $75,000 for each canine team deployed, to 
be adjusted by the Secretary for inflation. 

‘‘(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
From amounts made available under section 101 
of the Transportation Security Administration 
Authorization Act, there are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out this paragraph for fis-
cal years 2010 and 2011.’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 
(A) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’; 
(B) in paragraph (4), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting the following: ‘‘; and’’; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) expand the use of canine teams trained to 
detect vapor wave trails in passenger rail and 
public transportation security environments, as 
the Secretary, in consultation with the Assistant 
Secretary, determines appropriate.’’; 

(3) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘, if appro-
priate,’’ and inserting ‘‘, to the extent prac-
ticable,’’; and 

(4) by striking subsection (f) and inserting the 
following new subsection (f): 

‘‘(f) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of the Transportation 
Security Administration Authorization Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report on— 

‘‘(1) utilization of explosives detection canine 
teams to strengthen security in passenger rail 
and public transportation environments; 

‘‘(2) the capacity of the national explosive de-
tection canine team program as a whole; and 

‘‘(3) how the Assistant Secretary could better 
support State and local passenger rail and pub-
lic transportation entities in maintaining cer-
tified canine teams for the life of the canine, in-
cluding by providing financial assistance.’’. 

TITLE IV—TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 
CREDENTIALING 

Subtitle A—Security Credentialing 
SEC. 401. REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION FOR 

UNIFORM SECURITY BACKGROUND 
CHECKS. 

Not later than one year after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
shall submit to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity of the House of Representatives a report 
that contains— 

(1) a review of background checks and forms 
of identification required under State and local 
transportation security programs; 

(2) a determination as to whether the back-
ground checks and forms of identification re-
quired under such programs duplicate or con-
flict with Federal programs; and 

(3) recommendations on limiting the number of 
background checks and forms of identification 
required under such programs to reduce or elimi-
nate duplication with Federal programs. 
SEC. 402. ANIMAL-PROPELLED VESSELS. 

Notwithstanding section 70105 of title 46, 
United States Code, the Secretary shall not re-
quire an individual to hold a transportation se-
curity card, or be accompanied by another indi-
vidual who holds such a card if— 

(1) the individual has been issued a license, 
certificate of registry, or merchant mariner’s 
document under part E of subtitle II of title 46, 
United States Code; 

(2) the individual is not allowed unescorted 
access to a secure area designated in a vessel or 
facility security plan approved by the Secretary; 
and 

(3) the individual is engaged in the operation 
of a live animal-propelled vessel. 
SEC. 403. REQUIREMENTS FOR ISSUANCE OF 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY CARDS; 
ACCESS PENDING ISSUANCE. 

Section 70105 of title 46, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsections: 

‘‘(n) ESCORTING.—The Secretary shall coordi-
nate with owners and operators subject to this 
section to allow any individual who has a pend-
ing application for a transportation security 
card under this section or is waiting for 
reissuance of such card, including any indi-
vidual whose card has been lost or stolen, and 
who needs to perform work in a secure or re-
stricted area to have access to such area for that 
purpose through escorting of such individual in 
accordance with subsection (a)(1)(B) by another 
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individual who holds a transportation security 
card. 

‘‘(o) PROCESSING TIME.—The Secretary shall 
review an initial transportation security card 
application and respond to the applicant, as ap-
propriate, including the mailing of an Initial 
Determination of Threat Assessment letter, 
within 30 days after receipt of the initial appli-
cation. The Secretary shall, to the greatest ex-
tent practicable, review appeal and waiver re-
quests submitted by a transportation security 
card applicant, and send a written decision or 
request for additional information required for 
the appeal or waiver determination, within 30 
days after receipt of the applicant’s appeal or 
waiver written request. For an applicant that is 
required to submit additional information for an 
appeal or waiver determination, the Secretary 
shall send a written decision, to the greatest ex-
tent practicable, within 30 days after receipt of 
all requested information. 

‘‘(p) RECEIPT OF CARDS.—Within 180 days 
after the date of enactment of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authorization 
Act, the Secretary shall develop a process to per-
mit an individual approved for a transportation 
security card under this section to receive the 
card at the individual’s place of residence. 

‘‘(q) FINGERPRINTING.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish procedures providing for an individual 
who is required to be fingerprinted for purposes 
of this section to be fingerprinted at facilities 
operated by or under contract with an agency of 
the Department of the Secretary that engages in 
fingerprinting the public for transportation se-
curity or other security purposes.’’. 
SEC. 404. HARMONIZING SECURITY CARD EXPIRA-

TIONS. 
Section 70105(b) of title 46, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(6) The Secretary may extend for up to one 
year the expiration of a biometric transportation 
security card required by this section to align 
the expiration with the expiration of a license, 
certificate of registry, or merchant mariner doc-
ument required under chapter 71 or 73.’’. 
SEC. 405. SECURING AVIATION FROM EXTREME 

TERRORIST THREATS. 
Section 44903(j)(2)(C) of title 49, United States 

Code, as amended by section 213 of this Act, is 
further amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(vi) INCLUSION OF DETAINEES ON NO FLY 
LIST.—The Assistant Secretary, in coordination 
with the Terrorist Screening Center, shall in-
clude on the no fly list any individual who was 
a detainee housed at the Naval Station, Guan-
tanamo Bay, Cuba, on or after January 1, 2009, 
after a final disposition has been issued by the 
President. For purposes of this clause, the term 
‘detainee’ means an individual in the custody or 
under the physical control of the United States 
as a result of armed conflict.’’. 

Subtitle B—SAFE Truckers Act of 2009 
SEC. 431. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Screening 
Applied Fairly and Equitably to Truckers Act of 
2009’’ or the ‘‘SAFE Truckers Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 432. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘TITLE XXI—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
SECURITY 

‘‘SEC. 2101. TRANSPORTATION OF SECURITY SEN-
SITIVE MATERIALS. 

‘‘(a) SECURITY SENSITIVE MATERIALS.—Not 
later than 120 days after the date of enactment 
of this section, the Secretary shall issue final 
regulations, after notice and comment, defining 
security sensitive materials for the purposes of 
this title. 

‘‘(b) MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATORS.—The Sec-
retary shall prohibit an individual from oper-
ating a motor vehicle in commerce while trans-

porting a security sensitive material unless the 
individual holds a valid transportation security 
card issued by the Secretary under section 70105 
of title 46, United States Code. 

‘‘(c) SHIPPERS.—The Secretary shall prohibit a 
person from— 

‘‘(1) offering a security sensitive material for 
transportation by motor vehicle in commerce; or 

‘‘(2) causing a security sensitive material to be 
transported by motor vehicle in commerce, 
unless the motor vehicle operator transporting 
the security sensitive material holds a valid 
transportation security card issued by the Sec-
retary under section 70105 of title 46, United 
States Code. 
‘‘SEC. 2102. ENROLLMENT LOCATIONS. 

‘‘(a) FINGERPRINTING LOCATIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall— 

‘‘(1) work with appropriate entities to ensure 
that fingerprinting locations for individuals ap-
plying for a transportation security card under 
section 70105 of title 46, United States Code, 
have flexible operating hours; and 

‘‘(2) permit an individual applying for such 
transportation security card to utilize a 
fingerprinting location outside of the individ-
ual’s State of residence to the greatest extent 
practicable. 

‘‘(b) RECEIPT AND ACTIVATION OF CARDS.— 
The Secretary shall develop guidelines and pro-
cedures to permit an individual to receive a 
transportation security card under section 70105 
of title 46, United States Code, at the individ-
ual’s place of residence and to activate the card 
at any enrollment center. 

‘‘(c) NUMBER OF LOCATIONS.—The Secretary 
shall develop and implement a plan— 

‘‘(1) to offer individuals applying for a trans-
portation security card under section 70105 of 
title 46, United States Code, the maximum num-
ber of fingerprinting locations practicable across 
diverse geographic regions; and 

‘‘(2) to conduct outreach to appropriate stake-
holders, including owners, operators, and rel-
evant entities (and labor organizations rep-
resenting employees of such owners, operators, 
and entities), to keep the stakeholders informed 
of the timeframe and locations for the opening 
of additional fingerprinting locations. 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out this section. 
‘‘SEC. 2103. AUTHORITY TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to ensure compliance with this title. 

‘‘(b) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—The 
Secretary may enter into a memorandum of un-
derstanding with the Secretary of Transpor-
tation to ensure compliance with section 2101. 
‘‘SEC. 2104. CIVIL PENALTIES. 

‘‘A person that violates this title or a regula-
tion or order issued under this title is liable to 
the United States Government pursuant to the 
Secretary’s authority under section 114(v) of 
title 49, United States Code. 
‘‘SEC. 2105. COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE OPER-

ATORS REGISTERED TO OPERATE IN 
MEXICO OR CANADA. 

‘‘The Secretary shall prohibit a commercial 
motor vehicle operator licensed to operate in 
Mexico or Canada from operating a commercial 
motor vehicle transporting a security sensitive 
material in commerce in the United States until 
the operator has been subjected to, and not dis-
qualified as a result of, a security background 
records check by a Federal agency that the Sec-
retary determines is similar to the security back-
ground records check required for commercial 
motor vehicle operators in the United States 
transporting security sensitive materials in com-
merce. 
‘‘SEC. 2106. OTHER SECURITY BACKGROUND 

CHECKS. 
‘‘The Secretary shall determine that an indi-

vidual applying for a transportation security 
card under section 70105 of title 46, United 
States Code, has met the background check re-

quirements for such card if the individual was 
subjected to, and not disqualified as a result of, 
a security background records check by a Fed-
eral agency that the Secretary determines is 
equivalent to or more stringent than the back-
ground check requirements for such card. 
‘‘SEC. 2107. REDUNDANT BACKGROUND CHECKS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—After the date of enact-
ment of this title, the Secretary shall prohibit a 
State or political subdivision thereof from re-
quiring a separate security background check of 
an individual seeking to transport hazardous 
materials. 

‘‘(b) WAIVERS.—The Secretary may waive the 
application of subsection (a) with respect to a 
State or political subdivision thereof if the State 
or political subdivision demonstrates a compel-
ling homeland security reason that a separate 
security background check is necessary to en-
sure the secure transportation of hazardous ma-
terials in the State or political subdivision. 

‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—Nothing in this section shall limit the au-
thority of a State to ensure that an individual 
has the requisite knowledge and skills to safely 
transport hazardous materials in commerce. 
‘‘SEC. 2108. TRANSITION. 

‘‘(a) TREATMENT OF INDIVIDUALS RECEIVING 
PRIOR HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ENDORSE-
MENTS.—The Secretary shall treat an individual 
who has obtained a hazardous materials en-
dorsement in accordance with section 1572 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, before the 
date of enactment of this title, as having met the 
background check requirements of a transpor-
tation security card under section 70105 of title 
46, United States Code, subject to reissuance or 
expiration dates of the hazardous materials en-
dorsement. 

‘‘(b) REDUCTION IN FEES.—The Secretary shall 
reduce, to the greatest extent practicable, any 
fees associated with obtaining a transportation 
security card under section 70105 of title 46, 
United Sates Code, for any individual referred 
to in subsection (a). 
‘‘SEC. 2109. SAVINGS CLAUSE. 

‘‘Nothing in this title shall be construed as af-
fecting the authority of the Secretary of Trans-
portation to regulate hazardous materials under 
chapter 51 of title 49, United States Code. 
‘‘SEC. 2110. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this title, the following definitions apply: 
‘‘(1) COMMERCE.—The term ‘commerce’ means 

trade or transportation in the jurisdiction of the 
United States— 

‘‘(A) between a place in a State and a place 
outside of the State; or 

‘‘(B) that affects trade or transportation be-
tween a place in a State and a place outside of 
the State. 

‘‘(2) HAZARDOUS MATERIAL.—The term ‘haz-
ardous material’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 5102 of title 49, United States 
Code. 

‘‘(3) PERSON.—The term ‘person’, in addition 
to its meaning under section 1 of title 1, United 
States Code— 

‘‘(A) includes a government, Indian tribe, or 
authority of a government or tribe offering secu-
rity sensitive material for transportation in com-
merce or transporting security sensitive material 
to further a commercial enterprise; but 

‘‘(B) does not include— 
‘‘(i) the United States Postal Service; and 
‘‘(ii) in section 2104, a department, agency, or 

instrumentality of the Government. 
‘‘(4) SECURITY SENSITIVE MATERIAL.—The term 

‘security sensitive material’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 1501 of the Imple-
menting Recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1151). 

‘‘(5) TRANSPORTS; TRANSPORTATION.—The term 
‘transports’ or ‘transportation’ means the move-
ment of property and loading, unloading, or 
storage incidental to such movement.’’. 
SEC. 433. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

The table of contents contained in section 1(b) 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (116 Stat. 
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2135) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘TITLE XXI—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

SECURITY 
‘‘Sec. 2101. Transportation of security sensitive 

materials. 
‘‘Sec. 2102. Enrollment locations. 
‘‘Sec. 2103. Authority to ensure compliance. 
‘‘Sec. 2104. Civil penalties. 
‘‘Sec. 2105. Commercial motor vehicle operators 

registered to operate in Mexico or 
Canada. 

‘‘Sec. 2106. Other security background checks. 
‘‘Sec. 2107. Redundant background checks. 
‘‘Sec. 2108. Transition. 
‘‘Sec. 2109. Savings clause. 
‘‘Sec. 2110. Definitions.’’. 
SEC. 434. LIMITATION ON ISSUANCE OF HAZMAT 

LICENSES. 
Section 5103a of title 49, United States Code, 

and the item relating to that section in the anal-
ysis for chapter 51 of such title, are repealed. 
SEC. 435. DEADLINES AND EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) ISSUANCE OF TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 
CARDS.—Not later than May 31, 2010, the Sec-
retary shall begin issuance of transportation se-
curity cards under section 70105 of title 46, 
United States Code, to individuals who seek to 
operate a motor vehicle in commerce while 
transporting security sensitive materials. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE OF PROHIBITIONS.—The 
prohibitions contained in sections 2101 and 2106 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (as added 
by this subtitle) shall take effect on the date 
that is 3 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE OF SECTION 434 AMEND-
MENTS.—The amendments made by section 434 of 
this Act shall take effect on the date that is 3 
years after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 436. TASK FORCE ON DISQUALIFYING 

CRIMES. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish a task force to review the lists of crimes 
that disqualify individuals from transportation- 
related employment under current regulations of 
the Transportation Security Administration and 
assess whether such lists of crimes are accurate 
indicators of a terrorism security risk. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The task force shall be 
composed of representatives of appropriate in-
dustries, including labor unions representing 
employees of such industries, Federal agencies, 
and other appropriate entities, as determined by 
the Secretary. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the task force 
shall submit to the Secretary and the Committee 
on Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report containing the results of 
the review, including recommendations for a 
common list of disqualifying crimes and the ra-
tionale for the inclusion of each crime on the 
list. 

The CHAIR. No amendment to the 
committee amendment is in order ex-
cept those printed in House Report 111– 
127. Each amendment shall be consid-
ered only in the order printed in the re-
port; by a Member designated in the re-
port; shall be considered read; shall be 
debatable for the time specified in the 
report, equally divided and controlled 
by the proponent and an opponent of 
the amendment; shall not be subject to 
amendment; and shall not be subject to 
a demand for division of the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. THOMPSON 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 111–127. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. THOMPSON 
of Mississippi: 

Strike section 103 of the bill (with the cor-
rect sequential provision designations [re-
placing the numbers currently shown for 
such designations]) and conform the table of 
contents accordingly. 

In section 206 of the bill in the matter to 
be proposed to be inserted in section 44924(f), 
strike ‘‘FOREIGN’’ in the section heading. 

In section 206 of the bill in the matter to 
be proposed to be inserted in section 44924(f), 
insert ‘‘and domestic’’ after ‘‘foreign’’. 

In section 206 of the bill, insert ‘‘security’’ 
after ‘‘comparable’’. 

In section 210 of the bill in the matter pro-
posed to be inserted as section 44947(b)(1) of 
title 49, United States Code, strike ‘‘facili-
ties general aviation aircraft,’’and insert 
‘‘facilities, general aviation aircraft, heli-
ports,’’. 

In section 212 of the bill, in the matter pro-
posed to be inserted in section 44903(m) of 
title 49, United States Code, strike para-
graphs (1) through (3) and insert the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(m) SECURITY SCREENING OF INDIVIDUALS 
WITH METAL IMPLANTS TRAVELING IN AIR 
TRANSPORTATION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall carry out a program to ensure fair 
treatment in the screening of individuals 
with metal implants traveling in air trans-
portation. 

‘‘(2) PLAN.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of the Transportation 
Security Administration Authorization Act, 
the Assistant Secretary shall submit a plan 
to the Committee on Homeland Security of 
the House of Representatives for improving 
security screening procedures for individuals 
with metal implants to limit disruptions in 
the screening process while maintaining se-
curity. The plan shall include an analysis of 
approaches to limit such disruptions for indi-
viduals with metal implants, and bench-
marks for implementing changes to the 
screening process and the establishment of a 
credential or system that incorporates bio-
metric technology and other applicable tech-
nologies to verify the identity of an indi-
vidual who has a metal implant. 

‘‘(3) PROGRAM.—Not later than 12 months 
after the date of enactment of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration Authoriza-
tion Act, the Assistant Secretary shall im-
plement a program to improve security 
screening procedures for individuals with 
metal implants to limit disruptions in the 
screening process while maintaining secu-
rity, including a credential or system that 
incorporates biometric technology or other 
applicable technologies to verify the identity 
of an individual who has a metal implant. 

‘‘(4) METAL IMPLANT DEFINED.—In this para-
graph, the term ‘metal implant’ means a 
metal device or object that has been sur-
gically implanted or otherwise placed in the 
body of an individual, including any metal 
device used in a hip or knee replacement, 
metal plate, metal screw, metal rod inside a 
bone, and other metal orthopedic implants.’’. 

Strike section 228 of the bill (with the cor-
rect sequential provision designations [re-
placing the numbers currently shown for 
such designations]) and conform the table of 
contents accordingly. 

In section 233(2) of the bill, insert ‘‘any’’ 
before ‘‘requirements’’. 

In section 234 of the bill, strike the section 
heading and insert the following: ‘‘TRUSTED 
PASSENGER/REGISTERED TRAVELER 
PROGRAM.’’. 

In section 234 of the bill, insert ‘‘a trusted 
passenger program, commonly referred to 
as’’ before ‘‘the Registered’’. 

Strike section 307 of the bill and insert the 
following: (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 

SEC. 307. IMPROVEMENT OF PUBLIC TRANSPOR-
TATION SECURITY ASSISTANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1406 of the Imple-
menting Recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1135; Public Law 
110–53) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by inserting 

‘‘bollards,’’ after ‘‘including’’; and 
(B) in subparagraph (D), by inserting after 

‘‘including’’ the following: ‘‘projects for the 
purpose of demonstrating or assessing the 
capability of such systems and’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (e) 
through (k) as subsections (f) through (l), re-
spectively; 

(3) by redesignating subsections (l) and (m) 
as subsections (n) and (o), respectively; 

(4) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing new subsection (e): 

‘‘(e) PROCEDURE.— 
‘‘(1) TIMELINE.— 
‘‘(A) AVAILABILITY OF APPLICATIONS.—Ap-

plications for grants under this section for a 
grant cycle shall be made available to eligi-
ble applicants not later than 30 days after 
the date of the enactment of the appropria-
tions Act for the Department of Homeland 
Security for the same fiscal year as the 
grant cycle. 

‘‘(B) SUBMISSION OF APPLICATIONS.—A pub-
lic transportation agency that is eligible for 
a grant under this section shall submit an 
application for a grant not later than 45 days 
after the applications are made available 
under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(C) ACTION.—The Secretary shall make a 
determination approving or rejecting each 
application submitted under subparagraph 
(B), notify the applicant of the determina-
tion, and immediately commence any addi-
tional processes required to allow an ap-
proved applicant to begin to receive grant 
funds by not later than 60 days after date on 
which the Secretary receives the applica-
tion. 

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION OF COST-SHARING REQUIRE-
MENT.—No grant under this section may re-
quire any cost-sharing contribution from the 
grant recipient or from any related State or 
local agency. 

‘‘(3) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than the 
date that is 180 days after the last deter-
mination made under paragraph (1)(C) for a 
grant cycle, the Secretary shall submit to 
the Committees on Appropriations and 
Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committees on Appro-
priations and Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the Senate a report that 
includes a list of all grant awarded under 
this section for that grant cycle for which 
the grant recipient is not, as of such date, 
able to receive grant funds and an expla-
nation of why such funds have not yet been 
released for use by the recipient. 

‘‘(4) PERFORMANCE.— 
‘‘(A) DURATION.—The performance period 

for grants made under this section shall be a 
period of time not less than 36 months in du-
ration. 

‘‘(B) TIMING.—The performance period for 
any grant made under this section shall not 
begin to run until the recipient of the grant 
has been formally notified that funds pro-
vided under the terms of the grant have been 
released for use by the recipient.’’. 

(5) by inserting after subsection (l), as re-
designated by paragraph (2) of this section, 
the following new subsection (m): 
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‘‘(m) ACCESS.—The Secretary shall ensure 

that, for each grant awarded under this sec-
tion, the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment is authorized to— 

‘‘(1) examine any records of the grant re-
cipient or any contractors or subcontractors 
with which the recipient enters into a con-
tract, or any State or local agency, that di-
rectly pertain to and involve transactions re-
lating to grants under this section; and 

‘‘(2) interview any officer or employee of 
the recipient, any contractors or subcontrac-
tors with which the recipient enters into a 
contract, or State or local agency regarding 
such transactions.’’; and 

(6) in subsection (o), as redesignated by 
paragraph (3) of this section— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following new paragraph (1): 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary to make 
grants under this section— 

‘‘(A) $900,000,000 for fiscal year 2010, except 
that not more than 30 percent of such funds 
may be used for operational costs under sub-
section (b)(2) of this section; and 

‘‘(B) $1,100,000,000 for fiscal year 2011, ex-
cept that not more than 30 percent of such 
funds may be used for operational costs 
under subsection (b)(2) of this section.’’; 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 
as paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (3): 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—The limitation on the 
percentage of funds that may be used for 
operational costs under paragraph (1) shall 
not apply to any costs involved with or re-
lating to explosives detection canine teams 
acquired or used for the purpose of securing 
public transportation systems or facilities.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PILOT PRO-
GRAM.— 

(1) PILOT PROGRAM REQUIRED.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Assistant Secretary shall conduct and 
complete a pilot program to provide grants 
to not more than 7 public transportation 
agencies eligible for security grants under 
section 1406 of the Implementing Rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 (6 U.S.C. 1135; Public Law 110–53) for the 
purpose of obtaining external technical sup-
port and expertise to assist such agencies in 
conducting comprehensive security risk as-
sessments of public transportation systems, 
resources, and facilities. 

(B) METHODOLOGY.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Assistant Secretary shall identify— 

(i) a comprehensive risk methodology for 
conducting comprehensive security risk as-
sessments using grants made under this sub-
section that accounts for all three elements 
of risk, including threat, vulnerability, and 
consequence; and 

(ii) an approved third-party provider of 
technical support and expertise for the pur-
pose of providing external assistance to 
grantees in conducting comprehensive secu-
rity risk assessments. 

(C) PARTICIPANTS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—In selecting public trans-

portation agencies to participate in the pilot 
program, the Assistant Secretary shall ap-
prove eligible agencies based on a combina-
tion of factors, including risk, whether the 
agency has completed a comprehensive secu-
rity risk assessment referred to in subpara-
graph (B)(i) within a year preceding the date 
of enactment of this Act, and geographic rep-
resentation. 

(ii) PRIOR EFFORTS.—No eligible public 
transportation agency may be denied partici-
pation in the pilot program on the grounds 
that it has applied for other grants adminis-
tered by the Department for the purpose of 

conducting a comprehensive security risk as-
sessment. 

(D) PROHIBITIONS.—In carrying out the 
pilot program the Assistant Secretary shall 
ensure that— 

(i) grants awarded under the pilot program 
shall supplement and not replace other 
sources of Federal funding; 

(ii) other sources of Federal funding are 
not taken into consideration when assist-
ance is awarded under the pilot program; and 

(iii) no aspect of the pilot program is con-
ducted or administered by a component of 
the Department other than the Transpor-
tation Security Administration. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the completion of the pilot program, the As-
sistant Secretary shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives a report on the results of 
the pilot program, including an analysis of 
the feasibility and merit of expanding the 
pilot program to a permanent program and 
any recommendations determined appro-
priate by the Assistant Secretary. 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Of 
amounts made available pursuant to section 
101 for fiscal year 2010, $7,000,000 shall be 
available to the Assistant Secretary to carry 
out this subsection. Any amount made avail-
able to the Assistant Secretary pursuant to 
this paragraph shall remain available until 
the end of fiscal year 2011. 

(c) REPORT ON RECOMMENDATIONS OF COMP-
TROLLER GENERAL.— 

(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall submit to the Committee on Homeland 
Security of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate a report 
on the status of the Secretary’s implementa-
tion of the recommendations of the Comp-
troller General with respect to the improve-
ment of the administration of security 
grants under section 1406 of the Imple-
menting Recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1135; Public Law 
110–53). 

(2) REVIEW BY INSPECTOR GENERAL.—Before 
the Secretary submits the report required 
under paragraph (1), the report shall be re-
viewed by the Inspector General of the De-
partment of Homeland Security. When the 
Secretary submits the report to Congress 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall in-
clude with the report documentation 
verifying that the report was reviewed by 
the Inspector General in accordance with 
this paragraph. 

At the end of title III of the bill, insert the 
following (with the correct sequential provi-
sion designations [replacing the numbers 
currently shown for such designations]) and 
conform the table of contents accordingly): 
SEC. 312. DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECU-
RITY. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration’s capacity to address surface trans-
portation security would be enhanced sig-
nificantly by establishing a position of Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary for Surface Trans-
portation Security to lead the Transpor-
tation Security Administration’s surface 
transportation security mission; and 

(2) a Deputy Assistant Secretary for Sur-
face Transportation Security could provide 
the focused leadership and resource manage-
ment necessary to implement the policies 
and programs that are critical to securing 
surface transportation modes and ensure the 
effectiveness of the Surface Transportation 
Security Inspection Office, security policy 
and grant functions affecting surface trans-

portation modes, and the Transit Security 
Advisory Committee. 

(b) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 270 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Inspector General of the Department of 
Homeland Security shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate a report on the feasibility 
and merit of establishing a Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Surface Transportation Secu-
rity in the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration to reflect the reality of security 
threats that are faced by all modes of trans-
portation in the United States and also 
whether establishing the position of a Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary for Aviation Secu-
rity would more effectively streamline or en-
hance the operational and policymaking ca-
pabilities of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration for all transportation modes. 

(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Inspector Gen-
eral shall include in the report recommenda-
tions on— 

(A) the most effective and efficient ways to 
organize offices, functions, personnel, and 
programs of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration under or among all respective 
Deputy Assistant Secretary positions to be 
created; 

(B) what offices, functions, personnel, and 
programs of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration would best remain outside of 
the scope of any new Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary positions in order that such offices, 
functions, personnel, and programs maintain 
the status of reporting directly to the Assist-
ant Secretary; and 

(C) any other relevant matters, as the In-
spector General determines appropriate. 

In the heading of title IV of the bill, strike 
‘‘CREDENTIALING’’ and insert ‘‘ENHANCE-
MENTS’’. 

In the heading of subtitle A of title IV of 
the bill, strike ‘‘Credentialing’’ and insert 
‘‘Enhancements’’. 

Add at the end of subtitle A of title IV of 
the bill the following (with the correct se-
quential provision designations [replacing 
the numbers currently shown for such des-
ignations]) and conform the table of contents 
accordingly: 

SEC. 406. PIPELINE SECURITY STUDY. 

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General shall 
conduct a study regarding the roles and re-
sponsibilities of the Department of Home-
land Security and the Department of Trans-
portation with respect to pipeline security. 
The study shall address whether— 

(1) the Annex to the Memorandum of Un-
derstanding executed on August 9, 2006, be-
tween the Department of Homeland Security 
and the Department of Transportation ade-
quately delineates strategic and operational 
responsibilities for pipeline security, includ-
ing whether it is clear which Department is 
responsible for— 

(A) protecting against intentional pipeline 
breaches; 

(B) responding to intentional pipeline 
breaches; and 

(C) planning to recover from the effects of 
intentional pipeline breaches; 

(2) the respective roles and responsibilities 
of each Department are adequately conveyed 
to relevant stakeholders and to the public; 
and 

(3) the processes and procedures for deter-
mining whether a particular pipeline breach 
is a terrorist incident are clear and effective. 

(b) REPORT ON STUDY.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, the Comptroller General shall submit 
to the Committee on Homeland Security in 
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the House of Representatives a report con-
taining the findings of the study conducted 
under subsection (a). 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
90 days after the issuance of the report re-
garding the study conducted pursuant to this 
section, the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall review and analyze the study and sub-
mit to the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives a report on 
such review and analysis, including any rec-
ommendations for— 

(1) changes to the Annex to the Memo-
randum of Understanding described in sub-
section (a)(1); and 

(2) other improvements to pipeline secu-
rity activities at the Department of Home-
land Security. 

At the end of subtitle A of title IV (with 
the correct sequential provision designations 
[replacing the numbers currently shown for 
such designations]) and conform the table of 
contents accordingly: 
SEC. 407. TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINIS-

TRATION CENTRALIZED TRAINING 
FACILITY. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity shall carry out a study on the feasi-
bility of establishing a centralized training 
center for advanced security training pro-
vided by the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration for the purpose of enhancing 
aviation security. 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—In conducting the 
study, the Secretary shall take into consid-
eration the benefits, costs, equipment, per-
sonnel needs, and building requirements for 
establishing such a training center and if the 
benefits of establishing the center are an ef-
ficient use of resources for training transpor-
tation security officers. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate a report regarding the results of the 
study. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 474, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to offer my manager’s 
amendment which makes a few per-
fecting changes to H.R. 2200, the Trans-
portation Security Administration au-
thorization bill. My amendment helps 
make the bill even more comprehen-
sive by addressing five areas. 

First, in the area of public transpor-
tation security assistance, my amend-
ment improves the Department of 
Homeland Security’s Transportation 
Security Grant Program by stream-
lining the award process. My amend-
ment ensures accountability and trans-
parency by requiring annual reports 
from TSA on the status of outstanding 
grant awards. It was developed in re-
sponse to concerns expressed by public 
transportation agencies about when 
the clock should start ticking on the 
grant performance period. Under my 
amendment, it doesn’t begin until 
grantees are actually able to access 
their awards. Additionally, this amend-
ment would prohibit cost sharing for 
transportation security grants to en-
sure that grants are awarded effi-

ciently and fairly. It also provides pub-
lic transportation agencies with the 
tools and support they need to conduct 
comprehensive risk assessments in 
order to better secure their systems. 

Second, Mr. Chair, this amendment 
tackles the question of whether TSA 
needs to be reorganized to get TSA 
away from behaving like the Aviation 
Security Administration. Specifically, 
it requires an honest assessment of cre-
ating two equal positions at the deputy 
assistant secretary level, one for sur-
face transportation security and one 
for aviation security. It also articu-
lates a sense of congress that the cre-
ation of a deputy assistant secretary 
for surface transportation security will 
provide the focused leadership and re-
source management necessary to se-
cure surface transportation in a man-
ner commensurate with aviation secu-
rity. 

Third, in the area of pipeline secu-
rity, the amendment contains a provi-
sion offered at the markup by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS). 
This provision instructs the Comp-
troller General to study the roles and 
responsibilities of DHS and the Depart-
ment of Transportation with respect to 
pipeline security in order to better se-
cure our pipelines against intentional 
breaches. 

Fourth, Mr. Chair, regarding work-
force improvement, the amendment in-
structs the DHS Secretary to study the 
feasibility and merits of establishing a 
centralized advanced aviation training 
facility. 

Finally, Mr. Chair, the amendment 
contains a provision to address the spe-
cial needs of travelers with artificial 
metal implants. 

b 1345 

The amendment contains a provision 
requiring TSA to establish a program 
to screen passengers with metal im-
plants. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment that makes key improve-
ments to an already robust security 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment, although I am not op-
posed. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment addresses a number of con-
cerns raised by transit agencies and 
the GAO in an upcoming report. One of 
the biggest concerns of stakeholders 
was that TSA and FEMA were taking 
too long in distributing grant funding. 
This amendment requires that applica-
tions for grants be made available 
within 30 days of passage of an appro-
priations act. It then requires the tran-
sit agency to submit an application 
within 45 days and the Secretary to act 
within 60 days of receipt. These are the 

same deadlines that are usually re-
quired in any appropriations bills. 

This amendment also codifies current 
practice prohibiting cost sharing re-
quired for grants. Previously, public 
transit agencies were required to share 
up to 25 percent of the cost of a project. 
Many agencies found this requirement 
prohibitive, given that they are largely 
funded by State and local taxpayers 
and that the costs associated with im-
proving open architecture public trans-
portation systems were considered too 
expensive. 

This amendment also establishes a 
technical assistance pilot program that 
gives grants to transit agencies to con-
duct comprehensive risk assessments 
using approved third parties. The Of-
fice of Domestic Preparedness pre-
viously provided grants for such assess-
ments, but these ended when ODP was 
combined with FEMA and Prepared-
ness. Many State and local agencies do 
not necessarily have the in-house ex-
pertise to conduct comprehensive risk 
assessments and require outside assist-
ance. 

This amendment requires the GAO to 
examine the roles of the Department of 
Homeland Security and the Depart-
ment of Transportation with respect to 
pipeline security. During a recent re-
lease of anhydrous ammonium from a 
pipeline in Florida, local response per-
sonnel were given differing opinions of 
which Federal agency regulated the se-
curity of pipelines. The GAO would ex-
amine if current responsibilities for 
protection against and responding to 
intentional pipeline breaches are ade-
quately identified in interagency 
MOUs. The time to identify a lead Fed-
eral agency for pipeline security is 
never after an intentional breach. 

So, again, I would just like to say I 
support this manager’s amendment. I 
think it is a good revision to this legis-
lation of which the underlying bill, of 
course, is a strong bill too. I support it. 

At this time, I would yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, as you have heard, my 
amendment helps to strengthen the un-
derlying bill and addresses the issues of 
interest to my colleague. I urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chair, I rise in support 
of the manager’s amendment to H.R. 2200, 
the ‘‘Transportation Security Administration 
Authorization Act of 2009’’, offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON), the 
Chairman of the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity. 

The manager’s amendment modifies section 
212 of the reported bill and directs the Trans-
portation Security Administration (TSA) to 
carry out a program to ensure fair treatment in 
the screening of passengers with metal im-
plants while traveling in air transportation. The 
purpose of this provision is to ensure that, 
consistent with security regulations, such indi-
viduals can travel by air with greater ease and 
be treated with dignity and respect. 

According to the Joint Implant Surgery & 
Research Foundation, there are approximately 
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500,000 total hip and knee replacements per-
formed in the United States each year. An es-
timated 11 million people in the United States 
currently have a medical implant, and this 
number will grow as the population with im-
plants increases. 

In a 2007 study, researchers at the Harvard 
Medical School found that 100 percent of hip 
replacements and 90 percent of knee replace-
ments cause commercial airport metal detec-
tors to alert. Whenever a passenger triggers 
the walk-through metal detector, additional 
screening must be conducted to locate and re-
solve the source of the alarm. A Transpor-
tation Security Officer (TSO) checks the pas-
senger with a hand-held metal detector and 
conducts a pat-down inspection of any area 
that alarms; the TSO then conducts a whole- 
body pat-down. This additional screening con-
sumes an average five minutes more of a pas-
senger’s time at security checkpoints. This ex-
cess screening of individuals with metal im-
plants is also an inefficient use of a TSO’s 
time. 

This provision is based on H.R. 2335, a bill 
that I introduced to require the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) to establish a travel 
credential that incorporates biometric or other 
applicable technologies to verify the identity of 
an individual with a metal implant. 

The manager’s amendment requires TSA to 
submit a plan to Congress, within six months 
of the date of enactment, on ways to improve 
security screening procedures for individuals 
with metal implants. Within 12 months, TSA 
must implement the program, including the es-
tablishment of a biometric credential to limit 
disruptions for such travelers. 

I thank Chairman THOMPSON for working 
with me on this provision, which is of great im-
portance to me and millions of travelers with 
metal implants. 

While I support the manager’s amendment, 
I have significant concerns with Subtitle B of 
Title IV of the underlying bill, entitled the ‘‘Safe 
Truckers Act of 2009’’. The Safe Trucker pro-
visions, offered as an amendment by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LUNGREN) during 
Committee consideration of the bill, eliminate 
background checks for most commercial driv-
ers who haul hazardous materials. 

Currently, drivers who haul hazardous mate-
rials in a commercial motor vehicle in quan-
tities requiring vehicle placards under Depart-
ment of Transportation (DOT) regulations must 
have a hazardous materials endorsement 
(HME). In 2001, Congress enacted the USA 
Patriot Act (P.L. 107–56), which prohibited 
states from issuing a license to transport haz-
ardous materials in commerce to any indi-
vidual without a determination by DHS that the 
individual does not pose a security risk. Driv-
ers seeking to apply for, renew, or transfer an 
HME on their state-issued Commercial Driv-
er’s License (CDL) must undergo a security 
threat assessment by TSA. 

H.R. 2200 significantly narrows the scope of 
this requirement. The bill requires background 
checks only for a small subset of drivers—as 
few as five percent—who haul ‘‘security sen-
sitive materials’’. Limiting background checks 
to only those drivers who haul extremely dan-
gerous materials stands to weaken security on 
our roadways. 

It will be extremely difficult to enforce a re-
quirement that only some drivers carrying haz-
ardous materials undergo background checks. 
If a driver is able to carry these security sen-

sitive materials without special credential on 
his or her CDL that requires successful com-
pletion of a background check, we will have to 
rely on roadside inspectors to find drivers 
hauling these materials and verify that the 
driver has passed a background check. Only 
a small group of drivers undergo inspections, 
conducted by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration (FMCSA) and its state partners. 
Moreover, it will be difficult for inspectors to 
determine whether a driver is carrying a class 
of hazmat requiring special verification. To 
make this system work, it would be necessary 
to develop a special identification for trucks 
carrying hazmat for which a driver must have 
undergone a background check. 

The bill repeals the hazardous materials law 
that sets forth the existing process of condi-
tioning the issuance of a commercial license 
on the successful completion of a background 
check. Instead, the bill institutes a vague en-
forcement requirement that the Secretary of 
Homeland Security ‘‘shall prohibit an individual 
from operating a motor vehicle in commerce 
while transporting a security sensitive mate-
rial’’ unless the individual holds a Transpor-
tation Worker Identification Card (TWIC). 
Commercial drivers are not like port or airport 
workers who enter a defined, secure area on 
a regular basis for their employment, and 
where verification that they have undergone a 
background check by TSA inspectors or TWIC 
card readers can routinely occur. 

Roadside inspections target particular car-
riers with a record of safety problems, not 
compliance with TSA regulations. Current re-
sources do not result in adequate oversight of 
this geographically broad industry: in 2008, 
less than two percent of motor carriers under-
went compliance reviews, and 3.5 million 
roadside inspections were conducted on an in-
dustry of 7 million drivers and over 700,000 
motor carriers. Under this system, unfortu-
nately, carriers and drivers that are not in 
compliance with regulations commonly go un-
detected. 

DHS and DOT may recognize these en-
forcement problems and choose to implement 
the Safe Trucker requirements by requiring 
state Departments of Motor Vehicles to have 
separate processes for granting HMEs to driv-
ers who haul hazardous materials and security 
sensitive materials. This approach would cre-
ate a significant administrative burden for 
states. The associated costs will be shoul-
dered by states, supplemented by Federal 
motor carrier safety grants funded out of the 
Highway Trust Fund. The resources diverted 
to meet this mandate will take away badly- 
needed funds from critical commercial driver 
safety activities. 

Finally, the Safe Trucker provisions require 
operators hauling security sensitive materials 
licensed in Canada or Mexico to undergo a 
similar background check to U.S. drivers. The 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture included this requirement, applicable to all 
drivers hauling hazardous materials, in the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (P.L. 
109–59). TSA has failed to properly implement 
this requirement. Instead, TSA currently grants 
commercial drivers from Mexico authority to 
transport hazardous materials in the United 
States (currently limited to commercial zones 
on the U.S.-Mexico border) without conducting 
a check of their criminal history in Mexico. Our 
Committee will seek to address this in our 

broader efforts to ensure the safety of Mexico- 
domiciled carriers on U.S. roads. 

I understand the arguments that the back-
ground checks associated with the HME and 
the TWIG are not well coordinated by TSA 
and the associated problems, including dupli-
cate charges for drivers. I support finding a 
solution to these implementation issues. How-
ever, the solutions included in H.R. 2200 far 
exceed this problem and stand to strain insuf-
ficient motor carrier oversight and enforcement 
resources while potentially weakening security. 

I support Chairman THOMPSON’s efforts to 
move this bill expeditiously through the House, 
and have made every effort to facilitate the 
consideration of this legislation. I look forward 
to working with the gentleman from Mississippi 
on issues of mutual interest to our Committees 
as this bill moves ahead. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. MICA 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 111–127. 

Mr. MICA. I have an amendment at 
the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. MICA: 
At the end of subtitle B of title II of the 

bill, add the following (with the correct se-
quential provision designations [replacing 
the numbers currently shown for such des-
ignations]) and conform the table of contents 
accordingly: 
SEC. 240. ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS AND SECU-

RITY DIRECTIVES USING EMER-
GENCY PROCEDURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 114(l) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘im-

mediately in order to protect transportation 
security’’ and inserting ‘‘in order to respond 
to an imminent threat of finite duration’’; 
and 

(B) in subparagraph (B) by inserting ‘‘to 
determine if the regulation or security direc-
tive is needed to respond to an imminent 
threat of finite duration’’ before the period 
at the end of the first sentence; 

(2) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(3) FACTORS TO CONSIDER.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In determining whether 

to issue, rescind, or revise a regulation or se-
curity directive under this subsection, the 
Under Secretary shall consider, as factors in 
the final determination— 

‘‘(i) whether the costs of the regulation or 
security directive are excessive in relation 
to the enhancement of security the regula-
tion or security directive will provide; 

‘‘(ii) whether the regulation or security di-
rective will remain effective for more than a 
90-day period; and 

‘‘(iii) whether the regulation or security 
directive will require revision in the subse-
quent 90-day period. 

‘‘(B) AUTHORITY TO WAIVE CERTAIN REQUIRE-
MENTS.—For purposes of subparagraph (A)(i), 
the Under Secretary may waive require-
ments for an analysis that estimates the 
number of lives that will be saved by the reg-
ulation or security directive and the mone-
tary value of such lives if the Under Sec-
retary determines that it is not feasible to 
make such an estimate.’’; and 
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(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) RULEMAKING REQUIRED.—Any regula-

tion or security directive issued under para-
graph (2) that remains effective, with or 
without revision, for a period of more than 
180 days shall be subject to a rulemaking 
pursuant to subchapter II of chapter 5 of 
title 5.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a)(3) shall apply to a regula-
tion issued under section 114(l)(2) of title 49, 
United States Code, before, on, or after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 474, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment, which is 
also offered by Congressman EHLERS, 
Congressman GRAVES and Congressman 
PETRI. This amendment would tighten 
standards for when TSA can issue an 
emergency regulation or security di-
rective. 

After 9/11, Congress wanted to ensure 
the TSA could act quickly to respond 
to terrorist threats. I was instrumental 
in crafting some of that legislation, 
and we wanted to give TSA the ability 
to waive the Administrative Proce-
dures Act and issue a security directive 
any time they believed there was an 
‘‘immediate threat to transportation 
security.’’ 

Now we come some 8 years after 9/11 
and we see the TSA issuing security di-
rectives when the ‘‘immediate threat’’ 
they are seeking to address is some-
times unclear. And also there are some 
problems with use of this authority. 

First, we have security directives 
that change from week to week. TSA is 
also issuing many directives that are 
unfunded mandates without an oppor-
tunity to comment; others are ‘‘pub-
lished’’ and then remain open for 
months. And then we have seen exam-
ples of even security directives that 
have been revised seven or eight times. 

TSA’s use of the security directive 
makes us ask the question: What im-
mediate threat is TSA addressing with 
these security directives in the manner 
they are proceeding? 

This amendment would ensure that 
the waiver of the Administrative Pro-
cedures Act occurs only when there is 
an ‘‘imminent threat of finite dura-
tion.’’ TSA would still have the ability 
to quickly respond to such threats, but 
if the directive is in place for longer 
than 6 months, it would be required to 
conduct a regular rulemaking process. 

This amendment would refine TSA’s 
security directive issuance process to 
make it truly responsive to imminent 
threats and not just the whim of the 
agency. That is not what we intended. 
So I ask my colleagues to join other 
colleagues here in trying to strengthen 
and clarify this law. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chair, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Mississippi is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chair, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Oregon for 
the purpose of opposition debate. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

I share with the gentleman—he and I 
helped create the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration—tremendous frus-
tration with bureaucracy that gets 
over the edge for no real purpose, and 
I will not say that the current process 
is perfect. Particularly as relates to 
general aviation, we have had a couple 
of problems, one in which the chairman 
has been very involved, having to do 
with standards for what constitutes a 
potential threat aircraft and also the 
issue of background checks for those 
who work in the general aviation field. 

But beyond that, many of these di-
rectives are based on sensitive security 
information or even classified informa-
tion. So they could not very well, if 
you were dealing, say, with the gel and 
liquids rule, subject that to the bureau-
cratic rulemaking process. I don’t 
think the way to solve inadequacies 
and problems with the current direc-
tive process is to create an even more 
lengthy, expensive bureaucratic proc-
ess. I don’t think on a normal day the 
gentleman from Florida would ever 
present the idea to this Congress that 
we should expand rulemaking and go 
back and revisit rules that have al-
ready been made and put them through 
a very lengthy and expensive process. 
What he wants is more transparency. 
He wants common sense, and he wants 
stakeholder groups to have an oppor-
tunity to intervene. The legislation 
does bring stakeholder groups into the 
process, particularly as relates to gen-
eral aviation. 

The chairman is using his oversight 
authority to go after nonsensical rules 
and problems that have occurred. One 
happened recently with a group of aged 
veterans on a charter aircraft where 
the chairman has called the agency to 
account and asked for a review of the 
procedures they are using. So I would 
say there is a new era here. 

We are going to make them respon-
sive and responsible and make their 
work make more sense and meet our 
true security needs. But if you impose 
this on the entire structure, you’re 
going to divert a lot of resources in the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion over into a bureaucratic, lengthy 
rulemaking process. They are not 
going to have the flexibility to change, 
say, the liquids rule as they did from 
‘‘all liquids are banned’’ to ‘‘well, pre-
scriptions can go’’ to ‘‘so many ounces 
can go.’’ Each of those would have re-
quired a 6-month to 2-year change in 
the process during which we would be 
locked into whatever the first emer-
gency rule was for only 6 months under 
the gentleman’s proposal. It is not a 
practical way to address this. 

Mr. MICA. Might I inquire as to the 
balance of our time? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Florida has 21⁄2 minutes remaining. The 

gentleman from Mississippi has 21⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. MICA. I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
EHLERS), also a cosponsor of this 
amendment. 

Mr. EHLERS. Somebody asked, Why 
do this? Just look at the history and 
the record of the TSA and some of the 
things they have done. How many of 
you remember whenever we would fly 
into Washington National Airport we 
had to sit in our seats for 30 minutes 
before landing and we had to sit in the 
seats for 30 minutes after takeoff? That 
was a totally nonsensical rule which 
many of us tried to change. 

The point is they make nonsensical 
rules that are totally unresponsive to 
our efforts to change it. And that rule 
was not changed until I offered an 
amendment on the floor. This was the 
only case in history I know of where an 
amendment was passed by acclamation 
and laughter because everybody sup-
ported it. 

Now they have done some more regu-
lations about general aviation without 
consulting the committee, without 
consulting general aviation interest 
and doing what I think is really very 
strange, often stupid regulations. It is 
clear that they need better review and 
that they have to use more caution and 
consult with those affected when they 
are developing rules. I believe that this 
amendment is badly needed and will 
force them to think more carefully and 
more thoroughly about what they are 
doing and what they are proposing to 
do. 

So I strongly support this amend-
ment, particularly as it affects general 
aviation, because that is where a lot of 
the problems have developed recently. 

I urge the body to adopt this amend-
ment. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chair, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, may I in-
quire as to who has the right to close? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Mississippi has the right to close. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

First off, last week, I was subjected 
to the absolutely stupid 30-minute rule. 
United Airlines can’t get it into their 
manual that it was repealed 4 years 
ago. I did ask to have my card sent up 
to the pilot, but I have complained sev-
eral times. Some pilots still think that 
since it is apparently still in the 
United manual, that it was not created 
by the TSA. And our former Chairman 
MICA knows that. That was a Secret 
Service directive which preempted all 
of the agencies of the government and 
the newly created TSA. 

The TSA agreed with us that it was 
an absolutely asinine rule, but we were 
told it was a higher authority. So that 
would never have gone through a rule-
making process. That was imposed. 

Now, those sorts of things could be 
imposed for 6 months still under the 
gentleman’s rule. And I don’t know 
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that the Secret Service would claim 
that they could preempt even the 6- 
month limit. So we can’t prevent all 
stupidity, but we push back against it. 

Again, back to the gel rule. Under 
the gentleman’s proposed amendment, 
they would still be amending the gel 
rule to get down to the 4 ounces or get 
to 4 ounces or whatever the current 
limit is. Maybe it is 3.4. I can’t remem-
ber. That seems to change, too. But 
you don’t need a 2-year process and 
shouldn’t impose a 2-year process and 
an extraordinary expense to the tax-
payers in that sort of a case. 

Yes, there are problems. There is stu-
pidity when it comes to the GA rule. 
The committee is dealing with it 
through oversight and pressure. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, do we have 
1 minute left on our side? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman has 1 
minute remaining, and the gentleman 
from Mississippi has 1 minute remain-
ing. 

Mr. MICA. To close for our side, I 
would like to yield the balance of my 
time to another distinguished leader of 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GRAVES). 

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Chair, I want to 
quote the conclusion of the Civil Avia-
tion Threat Assessment released in De-
cember 2008 by the Department of 
Homeland Security. ‘‘While terrorist 
groups maintain the capability and in-
tent to conduct terrorist attacks 
against U.S. civil aviation and have 
shown some interest in conducting at-
tacks using general aviation overseas, 
there is little evidence to suggest that 
terrorists are turning their attention 
specifically to the general aviation sec-
tor in the homeland.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, to the best of my 
knowledge, to date there has not been 
a single terrorist attack on U.S. soil 
using general aviation aircraft. As a 
pilot more than 20 years myself, I know 
firsthand how general aviation security 
operates. The bottom line is that it 
works. 

My remarks before Congress today 
are not meant to downplay the impor-
tance of the TSA. As we all know, the 
TSA is tasked with ensuring the safety 
of the traveling public. It is an ex-
tremely important and difficult task 
and one that we all take very seri-
ously. 

However, recently the TSA has been 
focusing their resources, efforts, and 
taxpayer dollars on further regulating 
the general aviation industry, which 
the agency itself concludes there is lit-
tle evidence to suggest a threat. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of-
fered by Mr. MICA, co-offered by my-
self, Mr. PETRI, and Mr. EHLERS, is sim-
ple. It does not prohibit the TSA from 
issuing security directives if and when 
a threat exists. It simply requires them 
to go through the normal rulemaking 
process if a security directive is in 
place for more than 180 days. 

b 1400 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 

Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) for the purpose 
of closing. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Where the gentleman 
concluded is where the debate should 
end, the normal rule-making process. 
On any ordinary day, the Republicans 
would not stand up and say that we 
need more bureaucracy; we need more 
2-year rule-making on things that are 
important to the American people. 

We are creating transparency here. 
We’re creating a stakeholder com-
mittee. 

Yes, they have done some stupid 
things in GA. But does that mean 
you’re going to go to all of the things 
that relate to passengers and airports 
and baggage screening and explosives 
and everything else and put those out 
into a public rule-making process with 
all the sensitive security information 
that’s involved? That’s impossible. It’s 
impractical, and it would jeopardize 
the safety of the American public. 

Yes, let’s fix the problems with GA. 
Somebody down there needs to be 
picked up and shaken upside down to 
understand what GA’s all about. The 
chairman’s doing that. We’ll continue 
to do that. We’ll work with you. We’re 
creating a stakeholder group so that 
GA will have a voice. But don’t throw 
out all of the other critical security di-
rectives and the flexibility to put them 
in place and change them without a bu-
reaucratic process. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chair, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by my colleague Mr. MICA 
and co-sponsored by myself and fellow sub-
committee members, Congressman EHLERS 
and Congressman GRAVES. 

This amendment seeks to clarify the stand-
ard for when TSA is allowed to circumvent the 
rulemaking process under the Administrative 
Procedures Act and issue a security directive 
in order to respond to an ‘‘imminent threat’’ of 
limited duration. While there are cir-
cumstances in which these security directives 
are necessary to address immediate threats to 
our transportation systems, they too often 
have been issued under unclear cir-
cumstances and have even been known to 
change from week to week. This places an 
unnecessary burden on commercial and gen-
eral aviation alike—as well as other modes of 
transportation. 

For example, TSA recently issued a security 
directive that required background checks and 
restrictive badging requirements for general 
aviation at airports with commercial service. 
This directive placed unneeded restrictions on 
thousands of pilots and others without identi-
fying what imminent threat existed. The TSA 
subsequently eased the requirements some-
what, but the fact remains that a security di-
rective was used to regulate an entirely new 
population of airport personnel and users. This 
is basically regulation by policy statement—not 
the more proper rulemaking that provides for 
the opportunity for public comment, consider-
ation of costs and operational impacts, and 
greater transparency and accountability. By 
the way, this one Security Directive has been 
revised 8 times! 

We are all aware of the threats our nation’s 
transportation systems face. TSA must have 
the authority to address imminent threats by 
bypassing the formal rulemaking process. But 

this authority should not be used to impose 
new security requirements that do not meet 
the security directive threshold as con-
templated by Congress. 

This amendment not only will ensure that 
TSA retains this needed authority, but also es-
tablishes a proper balance between security 
and the protection of our civil liberties by tight-
ening the issuance standard. 

I want to express my appreciation to Mr. 
MICA and others for their work to bring this 
amendment to the floor, and urge my col-
leagues to support its adoption. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. MICA 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 111–127. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. MICA: 
At the end of subtitle A of title II of the 

bill, add the following (with the correct se-
quential provision designations [replacing 
the numbers currently shown for such des-
ignations]) and conform the table of contents 
accordingly: 
SEC. 214. KNOWN AIR TRAVELER CREDENTIAL. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 44903(h) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (8); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(7) KNOWN AIR TRAVELER CREDENTIAL.— 
Not later than 6 months after the date of en-
actment of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration Authorization Act, the Assist-
ant Secretary shall— 

‘‘(A) establish a known air traveler creden-
tial that incorporates biometric identifier 
technology; 

‘‘(B) establish a process by which the cre-
dential will be used to verify the identity of 
known air travelers and allow them to by-
pass airport passenger and carry-on baggage 
screening; 

‘‘(C) establish procedures— 
‘‘(i) to ensure that only known air trav-

elers are issued the known air traveler cre-
dential; 

‘‘(ii) to resolve failures to enroll, false 
matches, and false nonmatches relating to 
use of the known air traveler credential; and 

‘‘(iii) to invalidate any known air traveler 
credential that is lost, stolen, or no longer 
authorized for use; 

‘‘(D) begin issuance of the known air trav-
eler credential to each known air traveler 
that applies for a credential; and 

‘‘(E) take such other actions with respect 
to the known air traveler credential as the 
Assistant Secretary considers appropriate.’’. 

(b) KNOWN AIR TRAVELER DEFINED.—Sec-
tion 44903(h)(8) of such title (as redesignated 
by subsection (a) of this section) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 
subparagraph (G); and 
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(2) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 

following: 
‘‘(F) KNOWN AIR TRAVELER.—The term 

‘known air traveler’ means a United States 
citizen who— 

‘‘(i) has received a security clearance from 
the Federal Government; 

‘‘(ii) is a Federal Aviation Administration 
certificated pilot, flight crew member, or 
cabin crew member; 

‘‘(iii) is a Federal, State, local, tribal, or 
territorial government law enforcement offi-
cer not covered by paragraph (6); 

‘‘(iv) is a member of the armed forces (as 
defined by section 101 of title 10) who has re-
ceived a security clearance from the Federal 
Government; or 

‘‘(v) the Assistant Secretary determines 
has appropriate security qualifications for 
inclusion under this subparagraph.’’. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
amendments made by this section. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 474, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED 
BY MR. MICA 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent to modify the amend-
ment with the modification which I 
have provided at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to amendment No. 3 offered 

by Mr. MICA: 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
In section 234 of the bill, redesignate sub-

section (c) as subsection (d) and insert after 
subsection (b) the following: 

(c) TREATMENT OF INDIVIDUALS WITH TOP 
SECRET SECURITY CLEARANCES.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Assistant Secretary shall estab-
lish protocols to— 

(1) verify the identity of United States citi-
zens who participate in the Registered Trav-
eler program and possess a valid top secret 
security clearance granted by the Federal 
Government; and 

(2) allow alternative screening procedures 
for individuals described in paragraph (1), in-
cluding random, risk-based screening deter-
mined necessary to respond to a specific 
threat to security identified pursuant to a 
security threat assessment. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
amendment is modified. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICA. I yield myself such time 

as I may consume. 
First of all, I do want to express my 

sincere gratitude to Chairman THOMP-
SON, to the majority staff, and to the 
staff on our side of the aisle and Mem-
bers from the minority. They worked 
together, I think, in the best interest 
of trying to bring forward the best pos-
sible Transportation Security Adminis-
tration authorization and legislation 
they could, and also worked very close-
ly to modify an amendment that I 
originally proposed. 

My colleagues, Congress has repeat-
edly directed the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration to use biometric 
identifier technology for identification 

cards, travel documents and access 
control programs. 

In fact, Mr. Chairman and Members 
of the House, these are the times, and 
I was one of the original authors of the 
TSA legislation, in which we included a 
similar directive back immediately 
after 9/11. But these are the times I 
have passed, or Congress has passed, 
into law directives, law after law, di-
rective after directive to TSA to use 
biometric. And I’d like to submit a list 
of those for the RECORD. 
CONGRESSIONAL MANDATES FOR THE UTILIZA-

TION OF BIOMETRIC IDENTIFIER TECHNOLOGY 
FOR IDENTIFICATION CARDS, TRAVEL DOCU-
MENTS, AND ACCESS CONTROL PROGRAMS 
* * * 
USA PATRIOT Act of 2001 
Aviation and Transportation Security Act 

of 2001 
Enhanced Border Security and Visa Entry 

Reform Act of 2002 
Maritime and Transportation Security Act 

of 2002 
Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Preven-

tion Act of 2004 
Department of Homeland Security Appro-

priations Act for FY2006 

Unfortunately, to date, TSA has still 
failed to fully implement this tech-
nology for airport security purposes. 
And while I’m very supportive of the 
Registered Traveler Program and its 
use of biometric technology, the TSA 
still has failed to utilize this program 
to its fullest potential. 

Biometric technology, fingerprint 
technology, that uses the thumb, the 
eye, and is used for registered trav-
elers, is very common, not only for, 
again, our Registered Traveler Pro-
gram, but also for various Federal 
agencies. And I have copies of their 
IDs, which we use, scanning the De-
partment of Energy, the Department of 
Defense. However, it is, in fact, used 
also for secure Federal installations, 
including very sensitive operations at 
national laboratories, at military bases 
and other government facilities. How-
ever, we still don’t have this tech-
nology for use, again, with TSA. 

The use of biometric identifier tech-
nology, I believe, will not only improve 
the security of our air transportation, 
but also the efficiency. If we know who 
a person is, having a thoroughly vetted 
background of that individual, we can, 
in fact, confirm their identification 
through the use of these credentials 
that incorporate this biometric tech-
nology. Then we can cut down on the 
amount of unnecessary screening at 
airports and some of the costs incurred 
and inefficiency. Wait times for all air 
travelers, hopefully, will be lessened, 
and the TSA will actually be able to 
focus their scarce resources on un-
known people who do potentially pose 
a threat to the system. 

To this end, my amendment is a sim-
ple one. It requires again the Transpor-
tation Security Administration to es-
tablish protocols, first, to verify the 
identity of United States citizens who 
participate in a Registered Traveler 
Program, and who possess valid Top 
Secret Security Clearance, and there 

are hundreds of thousands that do that. 
And that clearance is granted by the 
Federal Government. 

It would also allow an alternative 
screening procedure for those alter-
natives. And I hope that would be part 
of the Registered Traveler Program, 
again, making it more effective, and 
leveraging existing biometric identifier 
technology. 

So I think we can stop some of the 
duplication of efforts, the unnecessary 
screening, creating multiple creden-
tials. 

I want to thank, again, Chairman 
THOMPSON, Ranking Member KING and 
staffs on both sides of the aisle for 
working with us to perfect this amend-
ment. I believe it’s a win-win for every-
body. 

And, again, I can’t be more grateful 
for the cooperation in trying to get an 
amendment that, hopefully, will make 
a significant difference in our transpor-
tation security system. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, while not in opposition to 
the amendment, I ask unanimous con-
sent to claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from Mississippi is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chair, I rise today in support of my 
colleague’s amendment requiring TSA 
to establish expedited screening proto-
cols for passengers with a Top Secret 
Security Clearance. 

This amendment enhances section 234 
by requiring TSA to establish special 
protocols for individuals in the Reg-
istered Traveler Program who possess a 
valid Top Secret Security Clearance 
issued by the Federal Government. 

These individuals have access to 
some of the most sensitive secrets this 
country has. TSA should be able to fig-
ure out how to adopt a screening sys-
tem to take into account that these 
passengers are well-known to the Fed-
eral Government, have this special sta-
tus and, as added layers of security, are 
traveling with a biometric card that 
confirms their identity. 

I’m pleased that Mr. MICA worked 
with me to fine-tune this amendment, 
and I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MICA. I only have a short period 
of time, but I would like to yield it to 
Mr. DENT. 

Mr. DENT. Real quickly, I just want 
to say that individuals with Top Secret 
Security Clearance go through an ex-
tensive background check and inves-
tigation every 5 years and friends, fam-
ily members, coworkers and even 
neighbors are interviewed during this 
process. 

This amendment recognizes the ex-
pansive nature of the top secret inves-
tigation and the reduced risk individ-
uals with these clearances pose. For 
these reasons, I strongly support this 
amendment and urge its adoption. 
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The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment, as modified, offered by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA). 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. BACHUS 
The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HOLDEN). It 

is now in order to consider amendment 
No. 4 printed in House Report 111–127. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. BACHUS: 
At the end of subtitle B of title II of the 

bill, add the following (with the correct se-
quential provision designations [replacing 
the numbers currently shown for such des-
ignations]) and conform the table of contents 
accordingly: 
SEC. 240. SECURITY SCREENING FOR MEMBERS 

OF THE ARMED FORCES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 44903 of title 49, 

United States Code (as amended by this Act), 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(n) SECURITY SCREENING FOR MEMBERS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall develop and implement a plan to pro-
vide expedited security screening services for 
a member of the Armed Forces, and any ac-
companying family member, when the mem-
ber of the Armed Forces is traveling on offi-
cial orders while in uniform through a pri-
mary airport (as defined by section 47102). 

‘‘(2) PROTOCOLS.—In developing the plan, 
the Assistant Secretary shall consider— 

‘‘(A) leveraging existing security screening 
models used by airports and air carriers to 
reduce passenger wait times before entering 
a security screening checkpoint; 

‘‘(B) establishing standard guidelines for 
the screening of military uniform items, in-
cluding combat boots; and 

‘‘(C) incorporating any new screening pro-
tocols into an existing trusted passenger pro-
gram, as established pursuant to section 
109(a)(3) of the Aviation and Transportation 
Security Act (115 Stat. 613), or into the de-
velopment of any new credential or system 
that incorporates biometric technology and 
other applicable technologies to verify the 
identity of individuals traveling in air trans-
portation. 

‘‘(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Assistant 
Secretary shall submit to the appropriate 
committees of Congress a report on the im-
plementation of the plan.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Not later than one 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Assistant Secretary shall establish the 
plan required by the amendment made by 
subsection (a). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chair, I think 
there are some issues that may divide 
us, but there are other issues that 
unite us as Members, and this is a per-
fect example of an amendment, I think, 
that brings us all together. 

In fact, this amendment is cospon-
sored by DENNIS MOORE, my Demo-
cratic colleague from Kansas. And 
Homeland Security Committee Chair-

man BENNIE THOMPSON was very help-
ful in crafting this amendment. And I 
express my appreciation to you, also, 
the ranking member, PETER KING, and 
to the ranking member of the sub-
committee, CHARLIE DENT, and also to 
the chairman of the subcommittee, Ms. 
SHEILA JACKSON-LEE. They and the 
Homeland Security Committee were 
most helpful. 

Mr. Chairman, often, as we go 
through the airports of America, we 
and our constituents see our members 
of the military passing through those 
airports. Many of them are going to 
Iraq and Afghanistan. They’re leaving 
their loved ones, facing sometimes an 
uncertain future. Others are coming in 
from Iraq and Afghanistan, going home 
to see loved ones. Sometimes they 
haven’t seen them for over a year. 
They’re often loaded down with heavy 
gear. 

Now, also, at the same time, we see 
the registered travelers that we talked 
about earlier, we see United Premium 
members, we see Delta Platinum mem-
bers and Gold Medallion members. We 
all see them getting priority, and 
that’s okay. I have no problem with 
that. 

But if there is any group of Ameri-
cans who ought to get priority to go to 
the front of the line, not to skip secu-
rity, but to go to the front of the line, 
it’s men and women in uniform. So this 
amendment extends to them the same 
basic courtesy that we extend to over a 
million other Americans right now. 

In fact, this is my Southwest A-list 
member. I, because I travel, I get to 
use that. United members do, Delta 
members do. But I want to see our 
military have this same privilege. 

I will reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chair, while not opposed to the amend-
ment, I ask unanimous consent to 
claim time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Mississippi is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chair, I am pleased to support the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS). It directs 
TSA to craft special security screening 
protocols for men and women of the 
Armed Forces. 

All of us have been in airports. We’ve 
seen our men and women returning 
subject to all kinds of searches. It is 
absolutely important that we say 
thank you for putting themselves in 
harm’s way. And I support 100 percent 
the directive requiring TSA to set up a 
protocol to recognize their value to the 
country. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as the gentleman, the rank-
ing member of the subcommittee, Mr. 
DENT from Pennsylvania, may con-
sume. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I strongly 
support this amendment by Mr. BACH-
US. It’s a good amendment. Expedited 

screening services are provided to fre-
quent flier travelers and registered 
travelers at our Nation’s commercial 
airports all the time. And yet our serv-
icemen and women, many with metal 
items such as combat boots, medals 
and badges, often need additional 
screening when they set off the magne-
tometer. 

Our brave servicemen and women are 
on the front lines in the fight against 
terrorism. Surely some kind of expe-
dited treatment at an airport check-
point is the least our country can do 
for them. 

Currently there is no formal TSA re-
quirement or process in place to screen 
our servicemen and women in any ex-
pedited fashion. At some airports, 
Transportation Security Officers may 
escort members of the Armed Forces to 
the front of the checkpoint, but at 
other airports no such special treat-
ment is given. 

b 1415 
So Mr. BACHUS’ amendment is an ex-

cellent one. It’s just common sense 
that a formal checkpoint screening 
process should be established for serv-
icemen and women who sacrifice so 
much for their country. 

And finally, these men and women 
place themselves in harm’s way to the 
benefit of our American way of life. 
The very least we can do is make the 
airport checkpoint experience as 
smooth and as pleasurable as possible. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, let me 
close by saying this. 

We received a letter in the last 2 days 
from Major General Abner Blalock, 
who says this amendment will make a 
big difference for our military and for 
their families. And I hope it does. I 
think it’s a small gesture that we can 
make. 

I also received an e-mail from a 
young marine who was coming back 
from Iraq, and this is what he said: 

As I returned from Iraq, where I had 
been for over a year, I had to remove 
my boots and my blouse—a military 
term for battle dress uniform—and 
then a hand wand was used over my en-
tire body. 

That was after he waited in line for 
some period of time. He said he felt hu-
miliated. 

There is a way to have proper secu-
rity, and this amendment does nothing 
to change those requirements. But we 
can give those young men in uniform 
some expedited service, and we also 
ask TSA to look at when men and 
women are in uniform, under orders, to 
consider an expedited way to get them 
through security. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I ask all 
the Members to join with me in ex-
pressing our appreciation to the men 
and women who serve us and risk their 
life for us every day. 

Mr. MOORE of Kansas. Mr. Chair, I 
rise today in support of the amendment 
I offered with my good friend from Ala-
bama, Representative SPENCER BACHUS. 

Like many of my colleagues, I travel 
home to my district almost every 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:29 Jun 05, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K04JN7.066 H04JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6201 June 4, 2009 
weekend, and am forced to spend a con-
siderable amount of time in airports. I 
frequently see members of our armed 
forces at the airport traveling to fulfill 
assignments, in full military uniform 
and often loaded down with gear and 
equipment. 

The amendments Representative 
BACHUS and I introduced would help 
ease the burden on these service men 
and women traveling on official orders. 

The Bachus/Moore amendment would 
direct the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration (TSA) to establish a dedi-
cated screening process at airport secu-
rity checkpoints for military personnel 
travelling in uniform on official orders. 
The amendment would also enable fam-
ily members to accompany the service 
man or woman through the expedited 
screening process. 

While some airports and airlines have 
expedited screening policies in place 
for certain types of passengers, there is 
no group that deserves greater consid-
eration than our brave men and women 
in uniform. Our servicemen and 
women, as well as their families, sac-
rifice so much as a part of their mili-
tary service. 

This amendment represents a small, 
simple gesture of kindness in order to 
make travel more convenient and effi-
cient for our heroes. 

Mr. BACH. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 

OF FLORIDA 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 111–127. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. HASTINGS 
of Florida: 

In title II, at the end of subtitle B add the 
following new section: 
SEC. ll. REPORT ON COMPLAINTS AND CLAIMS 

FOR LOSS OF PROPERTY FROM PAS-
SENGER BAGGAGE. 

Not later than six months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Assistant Sec-
retary shall report to the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives on complaints and claims re-
ceived by the Administration for loss of 
property with respect to passenger baggage 
screened by the Administration, including— 

(1) the number of such claims that are out-
standing; 

(2) the total value of property alleged in 
such outstanding claims to be missing; 

(3) an estimate of the amount of time that 
will be required to resolve all such out-
standing claims; 

(4) the amount of Administration resources 
that will be devoted to resolving such out-
standing claims, including the number of 
personnel and funding; and 

(5) efforts that the Administration is mak-
ing or is planning to make to address pas-
senger grievances regarding such losses, en-
hance passenger property security, and pro-

vide effective oversight of baggage screeners 
and other Administration personnel who 
come in contact with passenger property. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I’m pleased to offer an amend-
ment to the Transportation Security 
Administration authorization legisla-
tion requiring the TSA to report on the 
status of passenger property claims. 
Between 2003 and 2008, passengers filed 
almost $3.5 million in claims for prop-
erty lost after their bags were mis-
handled by the TSA, including jewelry, 
electronics, and other personal effects. 
This is unacceptable. The American 
people already deal with numerous has-
sles at the airports. Worrying about 
theft from their luggage should not be 
one of them. 

This amendment ensures adequate 
oversight of the TSA’s efforts to ad-
dress passenger complaints and claims. 
This amendment requires the TSA to 
report on the outstanding claims, their 
value, and the agency’s efforts to en-
hance our passenger property security 
and provide effective oversight of bag-
gage screeners and other TSA per-
sonnel. 

Mr. Chairman, the TSA does an out-
standing job of protecting our Nation’s 
airports and ensuring the safety and 
security of the tens of millions of pas-
sengers who access our air transpor-
tation network each year. This author-
ization bill—and I compliment Chair-
man THOMPSON and his staff, as well as 
the ranking member and their staff, for 
offering this very good bill—but it of-
fers us an opportunity to improve the 
TSA’s operations and ensure that all 
Americans can rest assured that their 
property is safely cared for under the 
control of TSA personnel. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment, although I’m not opposed to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment requires the TSA to report 
on the number of claims it receives for 
lost and damaged property, as well as 
the value of that property and an esti-
mation on the time and resources nec-
essary to resolve such claims. 

The men and women of the TSA work 
hard every day to protect the property 
entrusted into their care. While the un-
derlying premise is faulty, in that it 
assumes TSA personnel are to blame 
for loss or damage associated with bag-
gage, the information gleaned from 
this report might prove useful in allo-
cating additional resources to manage 
these claims. 

The TSA has instituted a process in 
which a tag is placed inside every bag 
they open and inspect. This includes 
bags that are sealed and require a forc-
ible entry. 

Unfortunately, the traveling public is 
sometimes quick to blame the TSA for 
any loss or damage associated with 
their luggage, as opposed to the air 
carriers, baggage handlers, or simple 
errors in bar code scanning. 

This report may prove useful in iden-
tifying any possible improvements to 
the TSA notification and claims proc-
ess. 

So, as I said, I support the amend-
ment. 

At this time, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I’m prepared to yield back the 
balance of my time, and I do so. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. LINCOLN- 

DIAZ BALART OF FLORIDA, AS MODIFIED 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 111–127. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that my amendment be modified 
in the form I have placed at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART of Florida: 

In section 237 of the bill, insert ‘‘(a) PROC-
ESS.—’’ before ‘‘Section 1604(b)(2)’’. 

In section 237 of the bill, insert at the end 
the following: 

(b) REIMBURSEMENTS OF AIRPORTS FOR ELI-
GIBLE COSTS REIMBURSED AT LESS THAN 90 
PERCENT.—If the Secretary or Assistant Sec-
retary reimbursed, after August 3, 2007, an 
airport that incurred before August 3, 2007, 
an amount for eligible costs under section 
44923 of title 49, United States Code, that was 
less than 90 percent of such costs, the Sec-
retary or Assistant Secretary shall reim-
burse such airport under such section an 
amount equal to the difference for such eligi-
ble costs. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to amendment No. 6 offered 

by Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida: 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
In section 237 of the bill, insert ‘‘(a) PROC-

ESS.—’’ before ‘‘Section 1604(b)(2)’’. 
In section 237 of the bill, insert at the end 

the following: 
(b) REIMBURSEMENTS OF AIRPORTS FOR ELI-

GIBLE COSTS REIMBURSED AT LESS THAN 90 
PERCENT.—If the Secretary or Assistant Sec-
retary reimbursed, after August 3, 2007, an 
airport that incurred an amount for eligible 
costs under section 44923 of title 49, United 
States Code, that was less than 90 percent of 
such costs, the Secretary or Assistant Sec-
retary shall reimburse such airport under 
such section an amount equal to the dif-
ference for such eligible costs. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the amendment is modified. 
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There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

House Resolution 474, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ- 
BALART) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Chairman, I’d like to 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the committee for his consideration 
and another clear demonstration of bi-
partisanship on this House floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer an 
amendment that is a matter of simple 
fairness to airports that are installing 
congressionally mandated In-Line Ex-
plosive Detection Systems, known as 
EDS. 

Airports that were offered TSA dis-
cretionary funding for EDS projects in 
2008 were not treated equally. This was 
due to funding language that, in effect, 
pitted airports against each other, de-
pending upon who was awarded in fis-
cal year 2008 or fiscal year 2007 appro-
priations. 

In the fall of 2008, TSA had funding 
at its disposal from fiscal year 2007 and 
fiscal year 2008 to distribute EDS reim-
bursement funds. Some airports re-
ceived Federal discretionary grants for 
90 percent of the costs of installing the 
EDS for airport baggage systems from 
the fiscal year 2008 appropriations. At 
the same time, other airports were 
given grants for 75 percent of their 
costs from fiscal year 2007 appropria-
tions. Both of these awards were dis-
tributed at the same time, in the fall of 
2008. 

Miami International Airport, which 
is located in the district that I am hon-
ored to represent, and several other 
large airports around the country fell 
into the 75 percent category, and these 
airports are now at a competitive dis-
advantage which increases costs to the 
airlines and, of course, to the flying 
public who ultimately pays the bills. 

The TSA and the OMB made an arbi-
trary funding decision. They picked 
winners and losers based on no known 
criteria. This amendment simply re-
stores fairness to TSA’s discretionary 
funding of EDS projects and assures 
that these critical airport security 
projects can be completed in a timely 
basis. 

Again, I’d like to thank Chairman 
THOMPSON and Ranking Member KING 
and their staffs for working with my 
office to perfect this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, while not opposed to the 
amendment, I ask unanimous consent 
to claim time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Mississippi is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, this is a classic example of a 
commonsense amendment. There is no 
reason why some airports should be re-
imbursed at 90 percent and others at 75 

percent. This corrects that inequity. 
We support it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. I yield back. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment, as modified, offered 
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART). 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MS. CASTOR OF 

FLORIDA 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 111–127. 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 7 offered by Ms. CASTOR of 
Florida: 

In the heading to section 403 of the bill, in-
sert before the period at the end the fol-
lowing (and conform the table of contents of 
the bill accordingly): ‘‘; REDUNDANT BACK-
GROUND CHECKS’’. 

At the end of section 403 of the bill, strike 
the closing quotation marks and the final pe-
riod and insert the following: 

‘‘(r) REDUNDANT BACKGROUND CHECKS.—The 
Secretary shall prohibit a State or political 
subdivision thereof from requiring a separate 
security background check for any purpose 
for which a transportation security card is 
issued under this section. The Secretary may 
waive the application of this subsection with 
respect to a State or political subdivision 
thereof if the State or political subdivision 
demonstrates a compelling homeland secu-
rity reason that a separate security back-
ground check is necessary.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. CASTOR) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida. 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I’m pleased to offer an amend-
ment that promotes economic growth 
and fairness. 

My amendment eliminates redundant 
and expensive additional background 
checks that are making the Transpor-
tation Worker ID Card less effective 
and keeping qualified verified workers 
from jobs at our ports. 

The Transportation Worker ID Card 
was designed to ensure that people 
working at our ports are not security 
risks. We now verify that port workers 
have not been involved in activities re-
lated to terrorism or other serious 
criminal activity. 

The TWIC harmonizes port security 
across the Nation, so that any port au-
thority in the country can be secure in 
the knowledge that job applicants have 
been examined by the TSA and deemed 
qualified and safe to access our ports. 

While the Transportation Worker ID 
Card has standardized port security for 
the vast majority of States, in Florida 
a worker who holds that national TWIC 
card is still not allowed to access ports 
without additional background checks 

and additional fees under a parallel and 
duplicative State-run system. That’s 
not fair. 

A trucker delivering a load to a port 
in Georgia or South Carolina can sim-
ply present the TWIC card and make 
his or her delivery, as Congress in-
tended when the TWIC program was de-
signed. However, the same trucker in 
Florida will have to pay additional fees 
because the State refuses to recognize 
the TWIC as a sufficient security cre-
dential. 

Florida is the only State in the coun-
try to require two security clearances 
to enter public seaports. These duplica-
tive clearances not only defeat the pur-
pose of having a Federal port security 
credential, but they put Florida’s sea-
ports, tenants, trucking companies and 
workers at a competitive disadvantage, 
and this is hurting Florida’s economy. 
It’s a terrible burden on business. 

Now, in 2007, this Congress directed 
TSA to work with Florida to come to a 
mutually agreeable solution that 
would allow the TWIC to serve its pur-
pose, but the ensuing years of negotia-
tions led Florida to reaffirm this spring 
that it would not accept the national 
standard for port security but would 
continue to require expensive duplica-
tive and unnecessary extra background 
checks. 

b 1430 

The criminal background checks are 
almost identical. Both screen for 
crimes such as trafficking and nar-
cotics, robbery and assault. Both agen-
cies also have the ability to issue waiv-
ers to applicants when offenses are 
judged to represent no threat to port 
commerce or national security. 

The price of the DHS TWIC port cre-
dential 5-year card is $132.50. And if 
you’re in Florida, you have to pay an 
additional $100 to $130 for the Florida 
clearance for the same 5-year period. 
This additional financial and bureau-
cratic burden on Florida port busi-
nesses and workers is unnecessary. 

The amendment I’m offering will re-
store a reasonable, rational, and cost- 
efficient maritime business environ-
ment. Duplicative and unnecessary 
costs erode the efforts to stimulate and 
grow Florida’s economy and decrease 
the effectiveness of national standards 
put in place by Congress through the 
TWIC program. 

Now, for those that might be con-
cerned, if Florida can justify additional 
background checks with legitimate 
homeland security concerns, this 
amendment gives them the oppor-
tunity to do so, and the parallel pro-
gram could be maintained. But if the 
duplicative and expensive background 
checks required by Florida are not 
making our ports safer, workers should 
not have to pay for them. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to adopt the amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DENT. While the Transportation 
Worker Identification Credential, 
TWIC, card was intended to be the one 
security credential required of port 
workers nationwide, some State gov-
ernments could not wait for the Fed-
eral Government to establish its pro-
grams, and they moved forward with 
their own. 

Currently, as has been stated, Flor-
ida is one State requiring a separate 
and, some argue, duplicative security 
background check and card for workers 
entering port facilities. While it’s un-
fortunate that Florida port employees 
are required to pay for background 
checks twice, TSA cannot share the re-
sults of its background checks with 
Florida. 

Florida State law allows for individ-
uals to be disqualified even if they were 
found qualified by the TSA due to dif-
ferences in disqualifying crimes. Per-
haps a better amendment would have 
been to allow TSA to share the results 
of its TWIC background checks with 
Florida. I would suggest that as a bet-
ter amendment than the one currently 
before us. 

As written, this amendment would 
preempt Florida from continuing their 
security background check program, a 
program that the Florida State Legis-
lature strongly supports. Additionally, 
some workers in port facilities receive 
criminal background checks, drug and 
alcohol testing, and credit checks as 
part of their screening process. 

Many have distinguished this type of 
employment screening from the secu-
rity-focused screening of the TWIC pro-
gram. It is unclear if DHS would see 
the Waterfront Commission’s back-
ground check as being preempted under 
this amendment because it is an em-
ployment-safety criminal background 
check, not a security background 
check. 

While the amendment does allow a 
State to demonstrate a ‘‘compelling 
homeland security reason’’ that a sepa-
rate background check is warranted, 
this places an extraordinary burden on 
a State legislature. State legislatures 
should have the right to determine 
what offenses qualify as disqualifying 
offenses in their ports, and this amend-
ment would preempt that. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I’d like to thank the chair of the 
committee, Mr. THOMPSON from Mis-
sissippi, for his leadership on this issue 
and the professional Homeland Secu-
rity staff who are the committee sup-
portive of the amendment. 

I’d also submit, for the RECORD, let-
ters of support from the Transpor-
tation Trades Department, the Florida 
Ports Council, Port Everglades, Port 
Manatee, Port of Miami, the Tampa 
Port Authority, and the Passenger Ves-
sel Association. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment and come down on the side 

of economic growth in a time of eco-
nomic disaster; to come down on the 
side of the hardworking folks at our 
ports, to say that it’s not fair in Amer-
ica that just because you live in one 
State, that you’re going to be sub-
jected to additional bureaucratic bar-
riers to get to your job. I urge approval 
of the amendment. 

TRANSPORTATION TRADES 
DEPARTMENT, AFL–CIO, 

Washington, DC, June 4, 2009. 
SUPPORT THE TSA AUTHORIZATION ACT AND 

THE CASTOR AMENDMENT 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 

Transportation Trades Department, AFL– 
CIO (TTD), I urge you to support the Trans-
portation Security Administration Author-
ization Act (H.R. 2200) which will make sig-
nificant improvements to the security of our 
transportation network. I also urge you to 
vote for an amendment offered by Represent-
ative Castor which seeks to eliminate dupli-
cative security credentials. 

As we approach the 8th anniversary of the 
September 11, 2001 attacks on our country, 
we are reminded that much work remains to 
better secure our entire transportation sys-
tem and to ensure that front-line workers 
are well-positioned to help address our secu-
rity vulnerabilities. Toward this end, we ap-
plaud Chairman Bennie Thompson and the 
members of the Homeland Security Com-
mittee for reporting out legislation that will 
impose new security requirements and move 
to ensure that rules already on the books are 
quickly implemented. 

Specifically, we support the provision in 
the bill that will finally ensure that flight 
attendants receive the uniform and manda-
tory security training they need to respond 
to threats in the aircraft cabin. Despite 
claims by some in industry, the costs of this 
program are minimal—it would add five 
hours of training to pre-existing safety 
training and would only occur every other 
year. This provision is a significant com-
promise from the original multi-day pro-
posal and we simply do not see how industry 
can responsibly oppose it. The concept that 
workers themselves should have to pay for 
this mandatory training is ludicrous and we 
thank the Committee for rejecting this con-
cept. 

We also support the expanded training and 
support for the Federal Flight Deck Officer 
(FFDO) program. The bill provides that Fed-
eral Air Marshal Service field office facili-
ties can be used for the FFDO activities. The 
section also allows for reimbursement of 
costs incurred by flight deck officers during 
requalification for this program, which is re-
quired to work as a flight deck officer. The 
bill also provides additional training for 
cargo pilots. For years, security regulations 
pertaining to cargo operations have been in-
adequate and this mandate will take an im-
portant step to address this problem. 

Section 206 mandates the issuance of secu-
rity standards for foreign and domestic air-
craft repair stations performing mainte-
nance work on U.S. aircraft. The provision 
also mandates that security standards at for-
eign stations working on U.S. aircraft are 
comparable to the security standards for 
maintenance work done in this country. 
These regulations were originally mandated 
by Congress in 2003 and were supposed to be 
finalized in August 2004. With over 70 percent 
of maintenance work now outsourced to do-
mestic and foreign stations, security rules 
and the required inspections must be imme-
diately implemented. 

The TSA Authorization makes several ur-
gently needed improvements to the Trans-
portation Worker Identification Credential 

(TWIC) program. Section 403 requires the 
Coast Guard to coordinate with owners and 
operators of port facilities and vessels to 
allow TWIC applicants to be escorted on port 
facilities by a TWIC holder. This will provide 
relief to workers who have waited up to sev-
eral months in some cases to receive their 
credential. Many now are suffering severe fi-
nancial harm because, through no fault of 
their own, they cannot access their job sites. 
This section also reiterates the need for TSA 
to process applications in a timely manner 
by instructing TSA to respond to applicants 
within 30 days after receiving a completed 
application and creating a 30-day timeline 
for the review of requests for appeals and 
waivers. Additionally, this provision address-
es serious deficiencies in the TWIC distribu-
tion process by allowing credentials to be 
sent to a card holder’s home and subse-
quently activated at a TWIC enrollment cen-
ter. These changes are absolutely essential 
to the creation of a functional and trust-
worthy TWIC program that improves our na-
tion’s maritime and port security. 

Rep. Castor’s amendment would prohibit a 
state or local government from imposing a 
separate, additional security check for a pur-
pose for which a federal transportation secu-
rity card has already been issued. Workers, 
for example, who have already applied for 
and received a TWIC should not be subject to 
additional and duplicate security checks for 
entering a port or a maritime vessel. The 
purpose of the TWIC and other federal secu-
rity checks was to create a uniform creden-
tial that minimizes costs and creates one 
level of security. To allow states to impose 
their own security checks without any limi-
tation would defeat one of the main goals of 
the TWIC and make it hard for workers and 
cargo to move from state to state. This is a 
modest prohibition and can be waived by 
DHS if a state can demonstrate compelling 
homeland security reason for imposing addi-
tional security checks. 

Again, I urge you to vote for H.R. 2200 and 
for the Castor amendment. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD WYTKIND, 

President. 

FLORIDA PORTS COUNCIL, 
Tallahassee, FL, June 4, 2009. 

Hon. KATHY CASTOR, 
U.S. Congresswoman—11th District, 
Cannon HOB, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN CASTOR: On behalf 
of Florida’s fourteen deepwater seaports, I 
write to express our support for your amend-
ment to H.R. 2200 concerning redundant 
criminal history checks. 

As you know, Florida’s seaports help to 
foster growth in trade and tourism. Our 
ports generate more than 350,550 jobs with an 
average wage of more than $48,000 per year— 
well above the Florida average wage of ap-
proximately $34,000. In addition, goods and 
services that move through Florida seaports 
generates more that $1.3 billion in state and 
local revenues. Thus, we are concerned with 
any unnecessary or redundant costs that im-
pact our ability to stimulate and grow Flor-
ida’s economy. 

Florida has been a leader on seaport secu-
rity since 2000. Florida’s seaports have in-
vested millions in infrastructure and secu-
rity forces to ensure that our seaports are 
safe, and that passengers and cargo are pro-
tected. However, the State of Florida also 
has been slow to change unnecessary and du-
plicative seaport security requirements in 
light of the significant changes made by the 
federal government since 9/11. The Florida 
criminal history background check is a prod-
uct of out-of-date analysis and requirements. 
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We believe that the threat assessment con-

ducted by the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration (TSA) under the Transpor-
tation Workers Identification Credential 
(TWIC) provides a significant level of protec-
tion for the country—including Floridians 
and visitors to Florida. This TSA threat as-
sessment, coupled with the significant in-
vestment by Florida’s seaports in infrastruc-
ture and operational security provides a 
level of safety and security in Florida second 
to none. 

The redundant criminal history back-
ground check has been the law in Florida for 
over nine (9) years, and has become unneces-
sary and redundant now that the federal TSA 
threat assessment is in place and oper-
ational. We do not believe that an additional 
criminal history check provides any addi-
tional safety in Florida. However, if the 
FDLE can provide some compelling reason to 
continue requiring a second check, your 
amendment does allow the State of Florida 
to request a waiver and continue requiring a 
second check. 

Again, thank you for your leadership on 
this issue, and for offering this business- 
friendly amendment. We appreciate your ef-
forts to ensure that Florida’s seaport have to 
ability to stimulate and grow Florida’s econ-
omy. 

Respectfully yours, 
MICHAEL L. RUBIN, 

Vice President. 

BROWARD COUNTY FLORIDA, 
PORT EVERGLADES, 

Fort Lauderdale, FL, June 4, 2009. 
DEAR MR. PHILLIPS: On our behalf, please 

sincerely thank Congresswoman Castor for 
her amendment to prohibit redundant back-
ground checks for any purpose for which a 
transportation security card (TWIC) is 
issued. 

Port Everglades and all of Florida’s sea-
ports have invested millions in infrastruc-
ture and security forces to ensure that our 
seaports are safe, and that passengers and 
cargo are protected. We believe that the 
threat assessment conducted by the TSA 
under the TWIC program provides a signifi-
cant level of protections for the country—in-
cluding Floridians and visitors to Florida. 
This TSA threat assessment, coupled with 
the investment by Florida’s seaports in in-
frastructure and operations security pro-
vides a level of security in Florida second to 
none. 

The redundant background check in Flor-
ida has been in Florida law for over nine (9) 
years. It has become unnecessary now that 
the federal TWIC process is in place. We do 
not believe that this redundant check pro-
vides for any additional security. However, if 
the FDLE can provide some compelling rea-
son to continue requiring a second check of 
port workers, then Congresswoman Castor’s 
amendment does allow the State of Florida 
to request a waiver and continue requiring a 
second check. 

This issue is eroding efforts to stimulate 
and grow Florida’s economy as the duplica-
tive and unnecessary costs affect the com-
petitive balance between Florida and other 
Southeastern ports as the additional cost to 
Florida port employers and port workers is 
significant. We appreciate Congresswoman 
Castor’s attention to this issue and her busi-
ness-friendly amendment. 

Sincerely, 
PHILLIP C. ALLEN, 

Port Director. 

Hon. KATHY CASTOR, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN CASTOR: I’m writing 
to make you aware of Port Manatee’s sup-

port of your amendment to H.R. 2200, which 
prohibits states from requiring separate se-
curity background checks for access to the 
nation’s seaports. 

This important legislation eliminates a 
competitive disadvantage suffered by all 
Florida ports when competing for business 
with ports from other states. The Sunshine 
State is the only state in the Union requir-
ing both federal and state background 
checks for Transportation Worker Identifica-
tion Credentials and Florida port access 
identification cards. 

Please contact me directly if I may be of 
further assistance regarding this matter and 
thank you for your continued leadership 
with regard to Florida’s seaport system and 
in particular, all that you do to make Port 
Manatee successful. 

Respectfully, 
DAVID L. MCDONALD, 

Executive Director, 
Port Manatee. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN CASTOR: Thank you 
for your sponsorship of the amendment to 
H.R. 2200 which prohibits states from requir-
ing separate security background checks for 
access to seaports. Florida’s duplicative sys-
tem places the state at a competitive dis-
advantage by increasing the cost of doing 
business at our public seaports. 

Thank you for your leadership on this im-
portant issue for the Port of Miami. 

Regards, 
ADDYS KURYLA, 

Manager, Intergovernmental Affairs, 
Port of Miami. 

TAMPA PORT AUTHORITY, 
Tampa, FL, June 4, 2009. 

Re: Amendment to H.R. 2200—Redundant 
Background Checks 

Hon. KATHY CASTOR, 
Cannon House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CASTOR: The Tampa 
Port Authority supports the amendment to 
H.R. 2200 that you have offered to prohibit a 
State or political subdivision thereof from 
requiring a separate security background 
check for any purpose for which a Transpor-
tation Workers Identification Credential 
(TWIC) card is issued under section 403 of the 
bill. Only one security background check and 
one transportation security card should be 
required for entry into Florida ports. Redun-
dant security background and transportation 
security cards do not enhance security at 
Florida ports and may place Florida ports at 
a competitive economic disadvantage with 
other deepwater ports across the United 
States. Consequently, we support the pro-
posed legislation. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD A. WAINIO, 
Port Director and CEO. 

PASSENGER VESSEL ASSOCIATION, 
Alexandria, VA, May 29, 2009. 

Hon. KATHY CASTOR, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN CASTOR: The Pas-
senger Vessel Association (PVA)—the na-
tional trade association for owners and oper-
ators of U.S.-flagged passenger vessel opera-
tors of all types—commends you for your in-
tended amendment to the TSA authorization 
legislation (H.R. 2200) to prohibit a state 
from requiring security background checks 
for maritime workers that duplicate those 
already performed by the federal govern-
ment. 

PVA has numerous members throughout 
Florida and in the Tampa area whose crew 
members have to obtain the expensive fed-

eral Transportation Worker Identification 
Credentials (TWIC). A prerequisite for ob-
taining a TWIC is a successful background 
check of an individual’s criminal record and 
status on the terrorist watch list. 

Requiring a TWIC for certain individuals 
that work on a dinner cruise, harbor excur-
sion, or sightseeing vessel is burdensome and 
expensive enough. However, PVA’s Florida 
operators have also had to contend with the 
duplicative state-mandated FUPAC creden-
tial. What additional value does this state 
requirement provide? 

On behalf of our Florida members, includ-
ing former PVA President Troy Manthey of 
Yacht Starship Dining Cruises of Tampa, 
thank you for your advocacy of your amend-
ment. Please let us know how we can assist 
it in its passage. 

Sincerely, 
EDMUND B. WELCH, 

Legislative Director. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 

balance of my time to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA). 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I do rise in 
opposition to the amendment, the way 
it is crafted. I thank the gentlelady 
from Florida. My colleague has very 
good intentions, but let’s look at the 
results here. 

First of all, this isn’t going to elimi-
nate the duplication that was referred 
to. Florida can still issue an identity 
card, its own identity card. And it 
would be better to have just one iden-
tity card, but they can still issue one 
identity card. 

What this amendment does is it says 
that the State is prohibited from con-
ducting a separate background check. 
So what this becomes is a protection 
and cover for basically thugs and 
criminals who are at our ports. You 
cannot do a criminal background 
check. This actually prohibits that. 
That’s why I’m opposed to it. 

The reason we’re concerned in Flor-
ida about having criminal background 
checks—this is the Camber Report. I 
was in Congress when this was con-
ducted in 2000. One of our ports had 
over 60 percent of those working at the 
port with criminal backgrounds. 

Here’s part of the security assess-
ment. I will name this port; Jackson-
ville. It has a large physical layout of 
its facilities, three noncontiguous ter-
minals. The port represents a lucrative 
target to would-be smugglers and ter-
rorists. 

So this amendment, by the way it is 
crafted—and it should be revised— 
would prohibit Florida from, even if 
they want to, and still can with this 
amendment, they can issue their own 
card, but they can’t conduct a criminal 
background check. That’s wrong. 
That’s wrong. 

We can’t provide cover for thugs and 
criminals. And you hear from this re-
port that it does pose both a criminal 
and terrorist threat, and that needs to 
be addressed. 

This amendment, the way it’s craft-
ed, does not do that. 

Mr. DENT. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. CASTOR). 
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The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
House Report 111–127. 

Mr. FLAKE. I have an amendment at 
the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. 
FLAKE: 

In the proposed section 44947 of title 49, 
United States Code, as proposed to be in-
serted by section 210 of the bill, add at the 
end of subsection (a) the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(5) PRESUMPTION OF CONGRESS RELATING 
TO COMPETITIVE PROCEDURES.— 

‘‘(A) PRESUMPTION.—It is the presumption 
of Congress that grants awarded under this 
section will be awarded using competitive 
procedures based on risk. 

‘‘(B) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—If grants are 
awarded under this section using procedures 
other than competitive procedures, the As-
sistant Secretary shall submit to Congress a 
report explaining why competitive proce-
dures were not used.’’. 

In subsection (c) of such proposed section 
44947, add at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘None of the funds appropriated pur-
suant to this subsection may be used for a 
congressional earmark as defined in clause 
9d, of Rule XXI of the rules of the House of 
Representatives of the 111th Congress.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say from the outset, this is, I believe, a 
bipartisan amendment. A similar 
amendment has been adopted in pre-
vious authorizations. So I’m pleased to 
offer it. 

H.R. 2200, as we know, establishes a 
new grant program that would provide 
grants to operators of general aviation 
airports for projects to enhance perim-
eter security, airfield security, and ter-
minal security. Notably absent from 
the language, however, is the deter-
mination of how this grant money is to 
be spent. 

Too often we have seen legitimate 
grant programs become vehicles for 
Member projects. Members will simply 
earmark these funds for projects back 
home. A great example of this is 
FEMA’s Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant 
program. Originally, this program was 
intended to ‘‘save lives and reduce 
property damage’’ by providing funds 
‘‘for hazard mitigation planning, acqui-
sition, and relocation of structures out 
of the floodplain.’’ 

Rather than continuing to award 
grants that have traditionally been 
awarded on the basis of merit, using a 
70-page guidance document that details 
requirements and criteria, Congress de-
cided in 2007 to earmark about half of 
that funding. 

That same grant program was ear-
marked in last year’s Homeland Secu-

rity appropriations bill. I have little 
doubt that it will be earmarked again 
this year as well, because once ear-
marks start to flow, you can rarely cut 
them off. And so you have legitimate 
grant programs with a legitimate pur-
pose. You have applicants waiting to 
apply, only to find that the money in 
the account has been drained by Mem-
ber earmarks. 

Let me just say another example of 
this is the COPS grant program. It was 
slated to cost $5.5 billion over the past 
5 years. These are some of the most 
heavily earmarked programs that the 
Congress authorizes. 

Specifically, the COPS Law Enforce-
ment and Technology grant program 
appropriated about $187 million in fis-
cal year 2009. That accounted for more 
than 500 earmarks, included in both the 
House and the Senate, at the cost of 
more than $185 million. This means 
that nearly 100 percent of the funds for 
that particular COPS program were 
earmarked for particular towns and 
cities. 

I’m mentioning this because that’s 
an example of other areas where, in 
some cases like the Homeland Security 
program, we said many times we will 
not earmark these dollars, and yet un-
less we have a specific prohibition or 
language prohibiting it, it happens. 
And so these accounts go wanting 
later. 

I’m offering this amendment obvi-
ously to prevent the wasteful use of 
taxpayer dollars. If we’re going to au-
thorize grant programs to meet specific 
needs, we need to ensure that these are 
met in a straightforward manner. 

This amendment is simple. It would 
establish the presumption that the 
general aviation security grants will be 
awarded using competitive means and 
based on risk. Should the TSA decide 
to use an alternative means of award-
ing these grants, the amendment re-
quires that the TSA provide to Con-
gress a report explaining that decision. 

Lastly, the amendment would pro-
hibit this grant program from ever 
being earmarked. If Congress is serious 
about enhancing security at general 
aviation airports, including this kind 
of instructive language is necessary. 
History shows that without it, these 
programs, these accounts will become 
earmarked and it will nullify any le-
gitimate need for the program to begin 
with, and I urge support for this bipar-
tisan amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, while not opposed to the 
amendment, I ask unanimous consent 
to claim the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Mississippi is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chair, I’m pleased to support this 
amendment which reaffirms that 
grants awarded to general aviation air-
ports under this bill are done so 
through a competitive process. 

Mr. FLAKE’s amendment, based on 
the competition and the risk, is the 
right thing to do. I support the amend-
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman. I 

also want to thank the chairman for 
working with my staff to insert lan-
guage to make sure that these pro-
grams, the awarding of these programs 
will be based on risk. That was a great 
addition to this amendment. 

I appreciate being able to work with 
the chairman of the committee on this. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. LYNCH 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
House Report 111–127. 

Mr. LYNCH. I have an amendment at 
the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. LYNCH: 
In section 239 of the bill, strike subsections 

(a) and insert the following: 
(a) USE OF PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIP-

MENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any personnel of the 

Transportation Security Administration vol-
untarily may wear personal protective equip-
ment during any emergency. 

(2) WRITTEN GUIDANCE.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall es-
tablish, coordinate, and disseminate written 
guidance to personnel of the Transportation 
Security Administration to allow for the vol-
untary usage of personal protective equip-
ment. 

(3) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘‘personal protective equipment’’ in-
cludes surgical and N95 masks, gloves, and 
hand sanitizer. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank Mr. THOMPSON, the chair of the 
Homeland Security Committee, for his 
great work on this bill. Specifically, 
this amendment that I have offered 
would address a difficult situation that 
is faced by our transit security officers, 
especially those on the Mexican border, 
but in every port of entry in the United 
States. 

We have about 50,000 of these officers 
that actually come in contact, phys-
ically wanding and screening travelers. 
As you may remember, after the out-
break of the H1N1 virus, the epicenter 
was actually in Mexico City; yet the of-
ficers that we put on the border, espe-
cially Laredo, Texas, and other af-
fected States, were not allowed—they 
were not allowed to wear masks, to 
wear gloves, or to use hand sanitizer as 
they proceeded to screen travelers 
coming through from Mexico. 
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A bizarre situation developed where 

our officers actually were able to look 
across at the Mexican security officers 
who all had masks on, they all had 
gloves on, yet our own TSA did not 
allow our workers to wear masks or 
gloves. 

In fact, when our officers actually 
took the initiative to protect them-
selves, they were told by their superi-
ors, Take off those gloves. Take off 
those masks. You’re alarming the trav-
eling public. 

b 1445 

Many of these officers actually 
screen up to 2,000–3,000 visitors, trav-
elers, per shift. So, to a high degree, 
they were actually exposed to people 
who were exhibiting influenza. There 
are a couple of stark instances we re-
ceived on the committee, affidavits 
from officers who actually confronted 
travelers who were visibly sick. Yet 
they were told, even in those instances, 
they were not allowed to wear gloves 
and masks. So what this amendment 
would do would be to direct the Trans-
portation Security Administration to 
basically issue guidance that would 
allow these workers to protect them-
selves. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to claim time in opposition to the 
amendment, although I am not op-
posed. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Utah is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank Chairman LYNCH for his great 
work in identifying this as a challenge. 

We have so many great men and 
women who serve at the TSA on the 
front lines. They are dealing with lit-
erally tens of thousands of people at a 
time, some of whom inevitably are 
going to be sick. It seems reasonable to 
me that we should put first and fore-
most the protection and the safety and 
the consideration of those TSA em-
ployees so that, if they choose to don a 
mask or to put on gloves to protect 
themselves and consequently to pro-
tect their loved ones and their liveli-
hoods, we should afford them that op-
portunity. 

We saw in the committee hearing 
that there was a great deal of confu-
sion with the TSA. This amendment, 
which I appreciate that Mr. LYNCH has 
brought forward, helps clarify that so 
there is no ambiguity and so we can 
make sure that the TSA employees can 
have the safety and security that they 
deserve. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to point out the odd situation we 
have here. We have the World Health 
Organization that has actually brought 
us up to a level 5. They are now consid-
ering going to a level 6 on this influ-
enza. Yet you have the Transportation 
Security Administration and DHS say-

ing they did not think it was medically 
necessary for our folks to wear these. 
You have the Centers for Disease Con-
trol here in the United States, in At-
lanta, alerting Americans just gen-
erally to cover their mouths, to avoid 
unnecessary travel to Mexico, to take 
prudent steps to protect themselves. 
Yet we have these officers on the bor-
der who are screening 3,000 people per 
day, and they aren’t allowing these in-
dividuals to wear masks. 

I think it points out a terrible incon-
gruity in our policy. We’ve been trying 
to get them to change that policy. 
They would not do it voluntarily, so we 
have been put in a position where we 
have to do this legislatively. 

Mr. Chairman, may I ask how much 
time I have remaining. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Utah 
has 4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LYNCH. I will reserve my time 
at this point. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to yield as much time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. BILBRAY). 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I stand 
in support of the gentleman’s amend-
ment. I think it’s a commonsense 
amendment on government oversight. 
We saw how there was an inconsistency 
with the stated purpose of protecting 
not only the public in general but also 
our employees. We also saw that there 
was a degree of, let’s just say, insen-
sitivity to the fact of allowing individ-
uals the decency to be able to protect 
their own health. 

Let me just say this to the author: I 
think that this issue also kind of ad-
dresses a problem that we didn’t talk 
about in our committee, which is the 
public relations concern that has sort 
of trumped good common sense and 
public health, and I think that we 
should make this clear with your 
amendment: 

Now you have got a supervisor who 
may be concerned with, if somebody 
wears a mask, I might get a complaint, 
and I don’t want to put up with that 
kind of heat. With your amendment, 
the supervisor may say: If I get a com-
plaint, I have the ability to point to a 
congressional directive here, and I have 
the reason as to why I can protect my-
self—by allowing the employee to 
make this call himself on behalf of his 
own public health. 

I say this, Mr. Chairman, as a former 
public employee: It serves not only the 
public health of the employee, but it 
also serves the administrative struc-
ture because it eliminates and basi-
cally reduces the degree of threat they 
have of being attacked for allowing the 
employee to have that. I think the heat 
should stop here. I think the buck 
stops here. I think we set the example. 

I appreciate the gentleman for pro-
posing this amendment. I would like to 
point out that this is the kind of bipar-
tisan cooperation we have in govern-
ment oversight, and I am very proud of 

it. I am very proud to support your 
amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
urge passage, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to point out something that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
BILBRAY) just raised. 

On several occasions, there have been 
justifications for not allowing people 
to wear masks and for not allowing 
these screeners to protect themselves 
on the border. The justification seems 
to be that the airlines and transpor-
tation officials don’t want to alarm the 
public. I just want to point out that, 
when you travel around the globe, 
these are not large, evil-looking de-
vices. These are very simple dust 
masks that can be used, and they look 
fairly common. You see them a lot 
overseas. It’s quite a common thing. As 
they become more widely used, it will 
sort of, I think, become commonplace, 
and it will not bring alarm. 

The last point I want to make is this: 
these employees don’t have the right to 
collectively bargain. They don’t have 
the right to send in a representative to 
file a grievance when they’re told to 
take off their masks or gloves or when 
they refuse to allow them to use Purell 
or anything to protect themselves. If 
these folks had had a collective bar-
gaining representative, they wouldn’t 
have had to come to me. I feel like I’m 
the business manager for the Transpor-
tation employees. While I’m honored to 
have that responsibility, I think it 
would be much better handled if they 
had the right to collectively bargain 
and if they had the right to have their 
own employee representatives inter-
vene on their behalf when their own 
personal safety and the safety of their 
families are threatened. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of our time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
LYNCH). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. CHAFFETZ 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 10 printed 
in House Report 111–127. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. 
CHAFFETZ: 

In title II, at the end of subtitle A add the 
following new section: 
SEC. ll. LIMITATIONS ON USE OF WHOLE-BODY 

IMAGING TECHNOLOGY FOR AIR-
CRAFT PASSENGER SCREENING. 

Section 44901 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(l) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF WHOLE-BODY 
IMAGING TECHNOLOGY FOR SCREENING PAS-
SENGERS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
of Homeland Security (Transportation Secu-
rity Administration) shall ensure that 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:35 Jun 05, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K04JN7.081 H04JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6207 June 4, 2009 
whole-body imaging technology is used for 
the screening of passengers under this sec-
tion only in accordance with this subsection. 

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION ON USE FOR ROUTINE 
SCREENING.—Whole-body imaging technology 
may not be used as the sole or primary 
method of screening a passenger under this 
section. Whole-body imaging technology 
may not be used to screen a passenger under 
this section unless another method of screen-
ing, such as metal detection, demonstrates 
cause for preventing such passenger from 
boarding an aircraft. 

‘‘(3) PROVISION OF INFORMATION.—A pas-
senger for whom screening by whole-body 
imaging technology is permissible under 
paragraph (2) shall be provided information 
on the operation of such technology, on the 
image generated by such technology, on pri-
vacy policies relating to such technology, 
and on the right to request a pat-down 
search under paragraph (4) prior to the utili-
zation of such technology with respect to 
such passenger. 

‘‘(4) PAT-DOWN SEARCH OPTION.—A pas-
senger for whom screening by whole-body 
imaging technology is permissible under 
paragraph (2) shall be offered a pat-down 
search in lieu of such screening. 

‘‘(5) PROHIBITION ON USE OF IMAGES.—An 
image of a passenger generated by whole- 
body imaging technology may not be stored, 
transferred, shared, or copied in any form 
after the boarding determination with re-
spect to such passenger is made. 

‘‘(6) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of enactment of this section, and 
annually thereafter, the Assistant Secretary 
shall submit to Congress a report containing 
information on the implementation of this 
subsection, on the number of passengers for 
whom screening by whole-body imaging 
technology was permissible under paragraph 
(2) as a percentage of all screened passengers, 
on the number of passengers who chose a 
pat-down search when presented the offer 
under paragraph (4) as a percentage of all 
passengers presented such offer, on privacy 
protection measures taken with respect to 
whole-body imaging technology, on privacy 
violations that occurred with respect to such 
technology, and on the effectiveness of such 
technology. 

‘‘(7) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
following definitions apply: 

‘‘(A) PAT-DOWN SEARCH.—The term ‘pat- 
down search’ means a physical inspection of 
the body of an aircraft passenger conducted 
in accordance with the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration’s standard operating 
procedure as described in the Transportation 
Security Administration’s official training 
manual. 

‘‘(B) WHOLE-BODY IMAGING TECHNOLOGY.— 
The term ‘whole-body imaging technology’ 
means a device, including a device using 
backscatter x-rays or millimeter waves, used 
to detect objects carried on individuals and 
that creates a visual image of the individ-
ual’s full body, showing the surface of the 
skin and revealing objects that are on the 
body.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to recognize for 2 minutes 
the gentlewoman from New Hampshire 
(Ms. SHEA-PORTER). 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Chair, I 
would like to thank Chairman THOMP-
SON and his staff for their hard work on 

this very important bill. I would also 
like to thank my colleague Mr. 
CHAFFETZ. We share a deep concern and 
respect for the privacy of individuals. 

When this full-body imaging tech-
nology was first introduced, the TSA 
said that it would only be used as a 
secondary screening method for those 
people who set off the metal detectors. 
Now it has become very clear that the 
TSA intends for this technology to re-
place metal detectors at airports all 
over the country. The New York Times 
reported as much in an April 7, 2009, ar-
ticle. 

The Chaffetz/Shea-Porter amendment 
would ensure that full-body imaging 
remains a secondary screening method. 
It would also ensure that the people 
who do go through it are well informed 
and are given the option of a pat-down. 

Mr. Chair, we do not take this 
amendment lightly. As a member of 
the Armed Services Committee, I am 
very aware of the security threats that 
are facing our country. We, too, want 
to ensure that the Department of 
Homeland Security and the TSA have 
the tools they need to prevent future 
terrorist attacks. However, the steps 
that we take to ensure our safety 
should not be so intrusive that they in-
fringe upon the very freedom that we 
aim to protect. 

Two weeks ago, I went to Washington 
National Airport to view one of these 
machines. I saw how the technology is 
being used. I saw the pictures it pro-
duces and the inadequate procedures 
TSA has put into place to protect our 
privacy. The images are incredibly re-
vealing as I will show you here. This is 
a gross violation of a person’s right to 
privacy. It is also illogical because, if 
we allow this intrusion into our lives, 
then there should be this same scan at 
every single train station, at every 
building that we enter and on every 
single bus that we board. 

So I ask that my fellow Members join 
me in voting for this resolution and for 
this amendment. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
claim time, reluctantly, in opposition 
to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DENT. Just yesterday, I visited 
Reagan National Airport and took a 
look at the whole-body imaging ma-
chines over there, and I just have to 
say a couple of things about this. 

I was impressed by the technology. It 
seems that we have a great deal of sat-
isfaction from passengers who utilize 
that type of screening. There are limi-
tations to the magnetometer. A mag-
netometer can pick up metallic items, 
like keys, but other prohibited items, 
like liquids and C4 for potential explo-
sives, will be detected under the whole- 
body imaging technology but not under 
a magnetometer. So I do believe that 
this technology is valid. 

As for the privacy concerns that have 
been raised, while I understand them, I 
think they have been overstated. There 

are strong, strong restrictions in place 
to make sure that those individuals, 
the transportation security officers 
who actually help the passengers go 
through the whole-body imaging scan-
ning, are not in contact with the per-
son who is actually viewing the image. 
Those people are in a separate room, so 
they’re separated. The face of the indi-
vidual is also blurred, so that’s another 
protection. 

So I do think that this technology is 
very valuable. It will help make us 
safer. Again, I think it is a step in the 
right direction. So I would reluctantly 
oppose the amendment. I understand 
the concerns expressed, but neverthe-
less, I feel that this technology is valu-
able and that it enhances security. 

At this time, I would like to yield as 
much time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. DANIEL 
E. LUNGREN), who previously served as 
the ranking member on the Transpor-
tation Security and Infrastructure Pro-
tection Subcommittee. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment. 

I happen to be one of those people 
who happens to have an artificial hip. 
Every time I go through, I set off the 
screener. Every time I go through, I 
get hand-patted down, and even though 
they do it in a very nice way, frankly, 
that’s far more intrusive than going 
out to the Reagan National Airport and 
going through that particular system 
that we’re talking about with those 
pictures. 

We have been working for many 
years since 9/11 to try and come up 
with devices which will allow us to be 
able to detect those kinds of things 
that, if brought on airliners, would be 
a threat to all passengers. The whole- 
body imaging technology, which this 
amendment seeks to stop in terms of 
its application as a primary means of 
screening, can detect many things such 
as small IEDs, plastic explosives, ce-
ramic knives, and other objects that 
traditional metal detection cannot de-
tect. Let me underscore that: this de-
vice that this amendment seeks to 
take off the table as a primary means 
of screening can detect small IEDs, 
plastic explosives, ceramic knives, and 
other objects that traditional metal de-
tection cannot detect. That ought to be 
enough for us to understand this. 

If you look at the privacy questions, 
let’s be clear: the person who actually 
is there, the employee of TSA who is 
there when you go through this ma-
chine, is not the one who reads the pic-
ture. That person, he or she, is in an-
other room—isolated. They never see 
you. They actually talk to one another 
by way of radio. So this idea that 
somebody is sitting in this little room, 
waiting to see what you look like, 
frankly, is sort of overblown. 

All I can say is this: I have been 
through many, many pat-downs be-
cause I happen to have an artificial 
hip. Going through this at Reagan Na-
tional Airport was so much quicker 
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and so less intrusive of my privacy 
than what we go through now. For us 
to sit here now and to pass an amend-
ment which is going to stop this devel-
opment and application, frankly, I 
think, is misguided. 

With all due respect to the gen-
tleman from Utah, who I know is sin-
cere about that, and to the gentle-
woman, who is also sincere, I would 
ask you to rethink this. From my expe-
rience, this is far more protective of 
my privacy than what I have to go 
through every time I go to the airport, 
number one; but more importantly, it 
protects me and every other passenger 
to a greater extent than any other pro-
cedure we have now. We aren’t doing 
this because we want to do it. We’re 
doing it because we have people around 
the world who want to kill us, who 
want to destroy our way of life, and 
they have utilized commercial airliners 
for that purpose in the greatest attack 
in our Nation’s history since Pearl 
Harbor. 

b 1500 
This is a device which helps us take 

advantage of our technological know- 
how to gain an advance on the enemy. 
I would hope we would not do this by 
way of this amendment. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to yield myself as much 
time as I need. 

Whole-body imaging does exactly 
what it’s going to do. It takes a 360-de-
gree image of your body. Now, I want 
to have as much safety and security on 
the airplanes I’m flying every week, 
but there comes a point in which in the 
name and safety and security we 
overstep that line and we have an inva-
sion of privacy. This happens to be one 
of those invasions of privacy. 

Now I understand why the gentleman 
from California expressed his concern. 
Let me be clear that this amendment 
on whole-body imaging only limits pri-
mary screening. It can be used for sec-
ondary screening. You may get people 
with artificial hips or knees or some-
thing else, and they may elect this 
kind of screening. It’s perfect for them. 

But to suggest that every single 
American—that my wife, my 8-year-old 
daughter—needs to be subjected to 
this, I think, is just absolutely wrong. 
Now, the technology will actually blur 
out your face. The reason it does this is 
because there is such great specificity 
on their face, that they have to do that 
for some privacy. But down in other, 
more limited parts you could see spe-
cifics with a degree of certainty that, 
according to the TSA as quoted in USA 
Today, ‘‘You could actually see the 
sweat on somebody’s back.’’ They can 
tell the difference between a dime and 
a nickel. If they can do that, they can 
see things that, quite frankly, I don’t 
think they should be looking at in 
order to secure a plane. You don’t need 
to look at my wife and 8-year-old 
daughter naked in order to secure that 
airplane. 

Some people say there is radio com-
munication. There is distance. Well, 

it’s just as easy to say there is a celeb-
rity or some Member of Congress or 
some weird-looking person. There is 
communication. 

You say you can’t record the devices. 
Many of us have mobile phones or have 
these little cameras. There is nothing 
in this technology that would prohibit 
the recording of these. With 45,000 
good, hardworking TSA employees, 450 
airports, some two million air traffic 
travelers a day, there is inevitably 
going to be a breach of security. And I 
want our planes to be as safe and se-
cure as we can, but at the same time, 
we cannot overstep that bound and 
have this invasion of privacy. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in sup-
port of this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Utah will be post-
poned. 
AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MS. BORDALLO 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 11 printed 
in House Report 111–127. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 11 offered by Ms. 
BORDALLO: 

At the end of subtitle B of title II of the 
bill, insert the following (with the correct se-
quential provision designations and conform 
the table of contents accordingly): 
SEC. llll. REPORT ON CERTAIN SECURITY 

PLAN. 
Not later than 90 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Assistant Secretary 
shall submit a report to the appropriate 
committees of Congress that— 

(1) reviews whether the most recent secu-
rity plans developed by the commercial avia-
tion airports in the United States territories 
meet the security concerns described in 
guidelines and other official documents 
issued by the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration pertaining to parts 1544 and 1546 
of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, par-
ticularly with regard to the commingling of 
passengers; 

(2) makes recommendations regarding best 
practices supported by the Transportation 
Security Administration and any adequate 
alternatives that address the problems or 
benefits of commingling passengers at such 
airports to satisfy the concerns described in 
paragraph (1); 

(3) reviews the potential costs of imple-
menting the preferred and alternative meth-
ods to address the Administration concerns 
regarding parts 1544 and 1546 of title 49, Code 
of Federal Regulations, particularly in re-
gards to the commingling of passengers at 
the airport; and 

(4) identifies funding sources, including 
grant programs, to implement improved se-
curity methods at such airports. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentlewoman 

from Guam (Ms. BORDALLO) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Guam. 

Ms. BORDALLO. First I want to 
thank Congressman BENNIE THOMPSON 
of Mississippi and Congresswoman 
SHEILA JACKSON-LEE of Texas for their 
support of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is 
very simple and straightforward. It 
would require the assistant secretary 
of TSA to conduct a study and to make 
recommendations on specific methods 
by which airports in the U.S. terri-
tories, including the Guam Inter-
national Airport in my district, can 
best and most cost-effectively comply 
with existing security regulations. Spe-
cifically, it asks TSA to review compli-
ance with parts 1544 and 1546 of title 49 
of the Code of Federal Regulations re-
lating to the issue of commingling of 
passengers at U.S. airports. The report 
would evaluate alternatives and iden-
tify the costs for their implementation. 

Additionally, TSA is to identify 
sources of Federal and non-Federal fi-
nancing to implement the preferred al-
ternative at each of these airports. 
Guam is a small hub, Mr. Chairman, 
for a domestic airline. Our airport on 
Guam facilitates the daily transiting of 
international passengers to destina-
tions in the United States, other Pa-
cific islands, and major cities in the 
Pacific Rim, including Japan, Korea, 
the Philippines, Taiwan, and Australia. 

The current security arrangement at 
the airport on Guam requires signifi-
cant resources to be expended in con-
stant around-the-clock monitoring by 
security personnel to prevent the com-
mingling of transiting and departing 
passengers. The security enhancements 
made subsequent to the terrorist at-
tacks of September 11, 2001—particu-
larly with respect to preventing the 
commingling of passengers at our air-
ports all across the country—have been 
costly, and in some cases, difficult to 
fully implement. Moreover, the current 
decrease in tourist arrivals and depar-
tures due to the economic downturn 
further erodes the financial capability 
of small airports to implement such 
improvements. 

The Guam International Airport Au-
thority has been operating under a 
waiver from the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration for several years. 
Both the TSA and the Guam Inter-
national Airport Authority agree that 
the temporary solution, which 
amounts to placement of removable 
partitions and use of security staff to 
prevent commingling of passengers in 
their movements throughout the ter-
minal, is not feasible for the long term. 
However, the cost of implementing se-
curity arrangements and improve-
ments at the Guam airport to ensure 
compliance is costly, and since other 
security enhancements and expansion 
of the airport, have completely obli-
gated the passenger facility charge. 

The amendment before us, Mr. Chair-
man, simply looks to provide options 
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for solving this problem on Guam and 
potentially other airports in the U.S. 
territories as well. More importantly, 
it would provide guidance for funding 
implementation of these security im-
provements. 

And again, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the chairman and his committee 
staff for their work with me and my 
staff on this amendment. 

And for the record, I urge passage of 
the next amendment, No. 12, sponsored 
by Congressman JACKSON-LEE and Con-
gressman HASTINGS. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment, although I have no real 
objections to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DENT. First, I would like to say 

I support the amendment. Guam Inter-
national Airport does not segregate 
passengers traveling internationally 
from those passengers traveling domes-
tically. There is no physical separation 
by either a separate floor or by a solid 
wall. Prior to 9/11, the commingling of 
domestic and international travelers 
was not a concern. Guam International 
is concerned about the security impli-
cations of the current system and is 
looking for a long-term solution to pre-
vent the commingling of domestic and 
international passengers. 

This amendment would simply re-
quire that the TSA review the current 
procedures in place at the airports of 
the U.S. territories and make rec-
ommendations to the airports on how 
best to address the commingling of pas-
sengers. I have no objections. I support 
the amendment. 

I would yield, at this time, to Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank 
the ranking member very much for 
yielding. And I would like to applaud 
the gentlelady from Guam for this very 
thoughtful amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to 
have homeland security, we must have 
expanded homeland security, and that 
includes our territories. This amend-
ment directs TSA to identify in its re-
port funding sources to recover the 
costs of any long-term security im-
provements that will be needed at 
these airports in the territories. 

I believe this is crucial. This is a 
seamless and important part of home-
land security, and I would ask my col-
leagues to support it, which includes 
U.S. territories, especially the Guam 
International Airport, which is subject 
to significant fluctuations in passenger 
volumes because of the tourism mar-
ket. 

This is a good amendment, and I ask 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair, I rise in 
strong support of the Bordallo Amendment 
(#25) that would direct the Secretary of Home-
land Security to report to Congress on a re-
view to be conducted by the Transportation 

Security Administration (TSA) for preferred 
and alternative methods of having commercial 
airports in the territories comply with TSA se-
curity regulations. 

I thank my colleague from Guam for her 
leadership and continuing to look out for the 
interest of all the territories. This amendment 
is pretty straight forward. It requires TSA to re-
port on options for improving security airports 
in the U.S. territories with particular attention 
to the commingling of passengers that are 
connecting from international flights. 

Moreover, this amendment recognizes the 
importance of the Territories to the national 
security of the United States. Commercial air-
ports in the U.S. territories, especially the 
Guam International Airport, are subject to fluc-
tuations in the tourism market, and making 
substantial security improvements is a costly 
endeavor for them to finance. Consequently, 
the amendment asks also that the TSA report 
would address the cost differences and financ-
ing opportunities for the territories to fully com-
ply with the TSA regulations. 

This amendment is especially important in 
light of the military buildup in Guam and I 
thank my good friend Ms. BORDALLO for bring-
ing this amendment that would strengthen air-
port security not only in Guam but also in the 
other territories. 

I strongly urge members to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. DENT. I yield back. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Guam (Ms. BORDALLO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 

OF WASHINGTON 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 12 printed 
in House Report 111–127. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 12 offered by Mr. HASTINGS 
of Washington: 

In section 230 of the bill, strike ‘‘The’’ and 
insert the following: 

(a) AVIATION SECURITY.—The 
In section 230 of the bill, add at the end the 

following: 
(b) CARGO SCREENING.—The Secretary shall 

increase the number of canine detection 
teams, as of the date of enactment of this 
Act, deployed for the purpose of meeting the 
100 percent air cargo screening requirement 
set forth in section 44901(g) of title 49, United 
States Code, by not less than 100 canine 
teams through fiscal year 2011. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank my col-
leagues, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas and 
Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, for cospon-
soring this very important amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, highly trained K–9 
teams have been successfully employed 
in the United States to screen airports 

and cargo since 1973. Dogs are ex-
tremely reliable and their mobility 
makes them invaluable in screening all 
types of cargo quickly and effectively. 

As we approach the August 2010 dead-
line to screen 100 percent of cargo 
transported on passenger airplanes, it 
is critical that the TSA is able to deal 
with all types of cargo without nec-
essarily slowing down exports. Within 
my district, cherry growers transport 
half of the cherries they export on pas-
senger aircraft, and K–9s are by far the 
most workable screening method for 
these highly perishable products. 

My amendment would increase the 
number of K–9 teams specifically dedi-
cated to air cargo by a minimum of 100 
dogs. The need for additional K–9s to 
screen air cargo is clear. For example, 
the Seattle-Tacoma International Air-
port began screening all of its cargo 
earlier this year. In order to meet the 
needs of all exporters, TSA will bring 
K–9 teams to the Pacific Northwest and 
other parts of the country during the 
cherry harvest to ensure that all cher-
ries are screened in a timely manner. 
Once a 100 percent screening require-
ment goes into effect next year, the 
burden on all existing K–9 teams will 
only increase. 

At a time when our economy is 
struggling, we should not be adding 
new roadblocks for American farmers 
and businesses. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support keeping our skies 
secure without interrupting commerce 
and vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Hastings/Jack-
son-Lee/Rogers amendment. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I rise to 
claim the time in opposition. I will not 
oppose the amendment, and I thank 
the chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentlewoman from Texas is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Again, 

let me thank the chairman of the full 
committee, Mr. THOMPSON, and as well 
Mr. KING and my colleague, Mr. DENT. 
It was a pleasure to work with Mr. 
HASTINGS and ROGERS of Alabama. 

So I rise in support of the Hastings/ 
Rogers/Jackson-Lee amendment. I ap-
preciate their collegiality and their 
willingness to work with me on this 
important amendment. We have toured 
the Homeland Security sites that have 
had K–9s. I have heard from airports 
who said, Give me one good dog, and we 
will provide security for America. 

TSA’s explosive detection K–9 teams 
are important and effective tools for 
securing all modes of transportation in 
the United States. The use of K–9 
teams has managed what few other se-
curity measures can boast: They are 
well-liked by the community and trav-
eling public. Our committee worked 
hard to reaffirm our support of K–9 
teams for explosive detection in the 
different transportation modes through 
H.R. 2200. I’m proud to have led these 
efforts. 

This amendment rounds out these 
important provisions. As we speak, 
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TSA continues its work meeting the 
hundred percent cargo screening re-
quirement established by the 9/11 Act. 
And let me, as an insert, indicate that 
I am very proud of the language that 
we have about 100 percent cargo screen-
ing. It is one that we worked on with 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
We worked with Mr. MARKEY, we 
worked with our chairman and our 
ranking member of both committees— 
the subcommittee and full committee. 

We want to have 100 percent cargo 
screening. A hundred additional K–9 
teams that will be deployed under this 
amendment will help ensure TSA’s suc-
cess. Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. ROGERS, and I 
have offered what I perceive to be a 
thoughtful amendment, and I urge my 
colleagues to support it. I thank Mr. 
HASTINGS and Mr. ROGERS for their col-
laboration. 

With that, I am going to yield back. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

I want to thank my friend from 
Texas for her thoughtful remarks and 
for working on this issue. Agri-business 
is big in our area, and cherry season is 
a very tight time frame. It is impor-
tant that nothing slows down the proc-
ess of getting these cherries to market. 
So with that, I want to thank my 
friend from Guam for also endorsing 
this amendment, and with that, I urge 
my colleagues to vote for the amend-
ment. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Chair, I rise to express 
my support for this amendment, and to speak 
very briefly on its relevance to my district. 
Presently, a commercial air carrier contracts 
with the U.S. Postal Service to transport mail 
from Honolulu to Guam, and vice versa. 
Movement of U.S. Mail to and from Guam is 
handled solely by this contract—which in-
cludes transportation on both dedicated air 
cargo freighters as well as daily by passenger 
aircraft. Right now, the U.S. Postal Service re-
quires mail patrons to affix Customs Declara-
tions to all Guam-bound mail pieces weighing 
16 ounces or more—not for customs pur-
poses, but as a security measure to obtain a 
sender’s identity. The reason for this onerous 
requirement is, in part, because the TSA and 
airport authorities lack the means and re-
sources to screen all Guam mail. A few years 
ago, TSA trained and stood-up a canine de-
tection team at our airport on Guam to help 
with the mail backlog, but this team cannot 
screen all the mail and keep up with the vol-
ume. Additionally, the airport in Honolulu 
needs a canine team dedicated to screening 
mail there. This amendment would help our 
situation. I support this amendment, urge its 
adoption, and thank my colleague for yielding 
me the time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield back my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

b 1515 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. 
BUTTERFIELD 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 13 printed 
in House Report 111–127. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 13 offered by Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD: 

At the end of subtitle B of title II, insert 
the following new section (with the correct 
sequential provision designations [replacing 
the numbers currently shown for such des-
ignations]) and conform the table of contents 
accordingly: 
SEC. 240. STUDY ON COMBINATION OF FACIAL 

AND IRIS RECOGNITION. 
(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Assistant Sec-

retary shall carry out a study on the use of 
the combination of facial and iris recogni-
tion to rapidly identify individuals in secu-
rity checkpoint lines. Such study shall focus 
on— 

(1) increased accuracy of facial recogni-
tion; 

(2) enhancement of existing iris recogni-
tion technology; and 

(3) establishment of integrated face and 
iris features for accurate identification of in-
dividuals. 

(b) PURPOSE OF STUDY.—The purpose of the 
study required by subsection (a) is to facili-
tate the use of a combination of facial and 
iris recognition to provide a higher prob-
ability of success in identification than ei-
ther approach on its own and to achieve 
transformational advances in the flexibility, 
authenticity, and overall capability of inte-
grated biometric detectors and satisfy one of 
major issues with war against terrorists. The 
operational goal of the study should be to 
provide the capability to non-intrusively col-
lect biometrics (face image, iris) in less than 
ten seconds without impeding the movement 
of individuals. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in support of the underlying 
bill, H.R. 2200, the Transportation Se-
curity Administration Authorization 
Act of 2009. This is a necessary bill that 
will help to safeguard the American 
people. I want to commend my friend 
and colleague Chairman BENNIE 
THOMPSON from Mississippi for steering 
this legislation through this process. 
Mr. THOMPSON, your leadership does 
not go unnoticed by Members of this 
body and the American people, and we 
thank you. We also thank the ranking 
member of this committee, Mr. KING of 
New York, for his leadership and for 
his work on homeland security as well 
as the other members of the com-
mittee. I particularly want to thank 
the hardworking staff of the Homeland 
Security Committee for all that they 
do and for the work that they’ve done 
in getting this legislation to the floor 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer a very simple 
amendment to H.R. 2200. It authorizes 
a study on the feasibility of combining 
facial and iris recognition technologies 
for rapid and accurate identification in 
airport security checkpoint lines. The 
study would focus on merits of using 
the combined technologies and the po-
tential for use. Researchers tell us, Mr. 
Chairman, that this new technology 
holds great promise for providing a 
highly reliable, efficient, unobstructed 
and accurate way to establish and 
verify identities. Unlike names and 
dates of birth, which can be changed 
from time to time, biometrics are 
unique and virtually impossible to du-
plicate. Biometric information is al-
ready being collected by DHS, the De-
partment of Homeland Security, 
through its US-VISIT Program. This 
invaluable information helps prevent 
people from using fraudulent docu-
ments to attempt to enter our country 
illegally. Collecting biometrics also 
helps protect travelers’ identities in 
the event travel documents are lost or 
stolen. One of my constituents had his 
passport stolen, and it was used fraudu-
lently. He has been unable to travel 
overseas to visit his family now for 
more than 1 year. This technology 
would have made the issuance of new 
travel documents a less cumbersome 
process. 

Utilizing advanced technologies like 
special cameras or imaging systems 
with enhanced interoperability of 2–D 
and 3–D facial recognition technology 
and systems, TSA could collect and 
analyze the biometric data in a few 
short seconds. The collection, analysis 
and identification of an individual, Mr. 
Chairman, would only take as much 
time as it takes a person to go through 
that dreaded security line at the air-
port. In fact, the security process 
would be sped up and would signifi-
cantly lessen the time an individual 
spends in line. By combining the facial 
and iris recognition data, TSA officials 
will get an accurate identification of 
an individual and will have the oppor-
tunity to investigate further, if nec-
essary. The effective use of these data-
bases to confirm or discover personal 
identities is critical in maintaining our 
national security. Travel is made safer 
and, again, the technology is nonintru-
sive. 

This study, Mr. Chairman, requested 
under this amendment will also help to 
identify any specific environmental 
and operational factors that might 
limit these biometric capabilities and 
provide insight and information for bi-
ometric acquisitions and procedures. 

It is my hope, therefore, that Mem-
bers will support this amendment. It is 
a commonsense approach, using tech-
nology to increase the level of security 
at checkpoints. I want to remind my 
colleagues that this technology is to-
tally nonintrusive and has the poten-
tial for improving accuracy and effi-
ciency and safety for TSA personnel 
and travelers alike. 

At this time I am going to reserve 
the balance of my time. 
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Mr. DENT. Mr. Chair, I rise to claim 

time in opposition to the amendment, 
although I am not opposed to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DENT. I do support this amend-

ment. It’s a good amendment. I appre-
ciate the gentleman offering it. 

New advances in biometric identi-
fications make this technology an ex-
citing new possibility for rapidly iden-
tifying individuals approaching a secu-
rity checkpoint. Imagine if someone 
with a want or a warrant or a fleeing 
felon would approach a security check-
point and be identified as a threat be-
fore entering the sterile area of an air-
port. We may be years away from any 
real breakthroughs in this technology, 
but it certainly does hold some real 
promise. 

Some would argue that this tech-
nology goes too far or invades one’s 
privacy, but every individual approach-
ing a TSA checkpoint must already 
provide a valid form of identification. 
This system, if proven effective, could 
ensure that documentation provided at 
the checkpoint is, in fact, authentic. 

For all those reasons, I would urge 
my colleagues to support this 
Butterfield amendment. It makes 
sense, and I strongly urge its adoption. 

At this time I would yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. I want to thank 
the gentleman for his support of this 
amendment and thank him very much 
for his work here in this body. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
lady from California (Ms. RICHARDSON), 
a hardworking member of this Home-
land Security Committee. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from North Carolina only has 45 sec-
onds remaining. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. I will yield 
those 45 seconds to the gentlelady from 
California (Ms. RICHARDSON). 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Butterfield 
amendment. This amendment author-
izes a study to combine facial and iris 
recognition that would rapidly identify 
individuals at security checkpoints. 
Additionally, this study authorizes the 
ability to consider environmental and 
operational factors and any capabili-
ties that would hinder future acquisi-
tions. 

As a member of this committee, I 
support Mr. BUTTERFIELD and our 
chairman in his leadership with this 
bill, and I urge all of my colleagues to 
do the same. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. ROSKAM 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 14 printed 
in House Report 111–127. 

Mr. ROSKAM. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 14 offered by Mr. ROSKAM: 
At the end of title III of the bill, insert the 

following: 
SEC. ll. PUBLIC HEARINGS ON SECURITY AS-

SISTANCE GRANT PROGRAM AND 
THE RESTRICTION OF SECURITY IM-
PROVEMENT PRIORITIES. 

(a) PUBLIC HEARINGS.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Assistant Secretary shall conduct 
public hearings on the administration of the 
security assistance grant program under sec-
tion 1406 of the Implementing Recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007 (6 
U.S.C. 1135). The Assistant Secretary shall— 

(1) solicit information and input from the 5 
urban areas that receive the largest amount 
of grant funds under such section, including 
recipients providing mass transportation and 
passenger rail services; and 

(2) solicit feedback from such recipients on 
whether current allowable uses of grant 
funds under the regulations or guidance im-
plementing the grant program are sufficient 
to address security improvement priorities 
identified by transit agencies. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Assistant 
Secretary shall submit to the Committees on 
Appropriations and Homeland Security of 
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittees on Appropriations and Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate a report on the findings of the public 
hearings conducted under paragraph (1). The 
report shall include— 

(1) the Assistant Secretary’s determina-
tions with respect to the extent to which se-
curity improvement priorities identified by 
transit agencies are not met by the regula-
tions or guidance implementing the grant 
program; and 

(2) how such regulations or guidance 
should be changed to accommodate such pri-
orities, or the Assistant Secretary’s jus-
tification for not addressing such priorities 
with the grant program. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 474, the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

First of all, I want to thank Chair-
man THOMPSON and the Homeland Se-
curity Committee for working with me 
on this amendment. I appreciate their 
attitude very much and their openness 
to this suggestion. 

This is a fairly straightforward 
amendment. What it is trying to do is 
to mirror the resources of the Federal 
Government and to make sure that 
they’re in sync with the needs of local 
transit systems. This actually devel-
oped out of a homeland security work-
ing group dialogue that I had in my 
congressional district. I represent the 
west and northwest suburbs of Chicago 
and a wide range of commuters. We’ve 
got bus lines and rail lines in the Chi-
cago area, and there is a certain level 
of vulnerability. So last March I in-
vited some of the leadership of the pub-

lic transit systems and some of the se-
curity agencies to really offer ideas, 
and this is one of the ideas that they 
had. 

They said, Look, we have needs at 
the local level, and there are resources 
at the Federal Government, but some-
times those two things aren’t really in 
sync. So what this is, it says simply 
that the Assistant Secretary of Home-
land Security will hold hearings, if this 
amendment is passed, and those hear-
ings are really about the subject of 
whether current allowable uses of 
grant funds are sufficient to meet the 
daily security needs and the transit se-
curity needs of these local agencies. 
Then after that happens, after this con-
versation happens and these hearings, 
to come back to Congress and to re-
port. 

I think that this is one of these areas 
where there’s a great deal of common 
ground. There is uncertainty some-
times at the State and local level 
about how Federal funds fit into their 
agenda. We all know that we, in the 
Congress, are trying to help. And this 
is a structured way to have that con-
versation, because when it comes down 
to it, there’s nearly 12 million Ameri-
cans that are riding on passenger 
trains each day, and that’s six times as 
many that fly in our skies. I think that 
this is a wise use of resources and urge 
the adoption of the amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, while not opposed to the 
amendment, I ask unanimous consent 
to claim in time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chair, the Roskam amendment builds 
on this effort to require TSA to engage 
in an open and constructive dialogue 
on the security priorities that matter 
most to State and local transit agen-
cies. In these difficult times, it is more 
important than ever that we endeavor 
to make sure our State and local tran-
sit agencies are able to maximize their 
limited resources to implement effec-
tive and cost-effective security pro-
grams. The Roskam amendment sup-
ports that effort. Therefore, I urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘aye’’ on this 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Chairman, I first 

of all, I want to thank the gentleman 
for his support. And just one other 
point for the record: The amendment is 
endorsed by the American Public 
Transportation Association. I am not 
aware of any opponents. I appreciate 
the gentleman’s support. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chair, again, I support the amendment. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ROSKAM). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in House Report 111–127 on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. MICA of 
Florida. 

Amendment No. 10 by Mr. CHAFFETZ 
of Utah. 

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The second 
electronic vote will be conducted as a 
5-minute vote. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. MICA 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 219, noes 211, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 304] 

AYES—219 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 

Cooper 
Costello 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (KY) 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Griffith 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hirono 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 

Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kratovil 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Tim 

Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 

Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 

Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Tanner 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—211 

Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Childers 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Faleomavaega 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 

Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kosmas 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (MA) 
Massa 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Obey 
Olver 

Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Pierluisi 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Skelton 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tauscher 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—9 

Boswell 
Courtney 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 

Ruppersberger 
Sablan 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Slaughter 
Sullivan 
Wilson (OH) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

One minute remains on this vote. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WESTMORELAND (during the 
vote). Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
will state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, we’ve not had any activity on the 
board in the last 3 minutes. Can you 
tell me what determines the vote stay-
ing open for over 30 minutes? 

b 1601 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, 
Messrs. BERMAN, KANJORSKI, 
SIRES, GRIJALVA, TEAGUE, 
LARSON of Connecticut, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Messrs. GORDON of Ten-
nessee, GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, LEVIN, Mrs. HALVORSON, 
Messrs. CLEAVER, RUSH, CHILDERS, 
SHERMAN, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Ar-
izona, Messrs. CONYERS, LARSEN of 
Washington, DELAHUNT, HOLT, 
PAYNE, SCHRADER, HALL of New 
York, DAVIS of Tennessee, FOSTER, 
PERRIELLO, ACKERMAN, GUTIER-
REZ, BRALEY of Iowa, BERRY and 
McNERNEY changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. MURPHY of New York, 
HILL, HENSARLING, MATHESON, 
HERGER, COOPER, PAUL, BARROW, 
BUCHANAN, GRIFFITH, and TAYLOR 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, parliamentary inquiry. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Chair-
man, in the previous Congress, was 
there not a rule in place to prohibit a 
vote from being held open for the sole 
purpose of changing the outcome? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is not the 
purpose of the Chair to serve as a his-
torian. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I’m sorry, 
sir, could you repeat that? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Chair 
will not serve as a historian. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Okay, let’s 
try one more. Parliamentary inquiry, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
will state his inquiry. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Does the rule 
still exist today that was in place in 
the 110th Congress, that was struck 
from the 111th Congress rules package, 
thus making it within the rules to hold 
a vote open for the purpose of changing 
the outcome? 

The Acting CHAIR. There is no rule 
of that description. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, 5-minute voting will resume. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. CHAFFETZ 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 310, noes 118, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 305] 

AYES—310 

Abercrombie 
Adler (NJ) 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cao 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Coble 
Cohen 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 

Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Deal (GA) 
Delahunt 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Etheridge 
Faleomavaega 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fudge 
Garrett (NJ) 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holt 

Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 

McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Olson 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Petri 
Pierluisi 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 

Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Radanovich 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Sires 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 

Smith (WA) 
Space 
Speier 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 

NOES—118 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Andrews 
Barrett (SC) 
Bean 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bright 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castle 
Clyburn 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Costello 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Eshoo 
Fleming 
Foster 

Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Halvorson 
Harman 
Hastings (WA) 
Herger 
Himes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Honda 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Lance 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee (NY) 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Markey (CO) 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Minnick 
Mollohan 
Murphy, Patrick 
Norton 

Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Paulsen 
Peterson 
Platts 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Sensenbrenner 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Towns 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Waters 
Wittman 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Bishop (UT) 
Boswell 
Courtney 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 

Kennedy 
McMahon 
Ruppersberger 
Sablan 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sullivan 
Wilson (OH) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There are 2 minutes remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1610 
Messrs. BLUMENAUER, RAHALL 

and MOLLOHAN changed their vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mrs. MALONEY, Messrs. HASTINGS 
of Florida and BACA changed their 
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. MCMAHON. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 

305, I was detained unavoidably from reaching 
the Chamber. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chair, I regret that I was 
unable to participate in a vote on the floor of 
the House of Representatives today. 

Had I been present to vote on rollcall No. 
305, a Chaffetz (UT)/Shea-Porter (NH) 
Amendment to H.R. 2200, the Transportation 
Security Administration Authorization Act of 
2009, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on the ques-
tion. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WEINER) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 2200) to authorize the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion’s programs relating to the provi-
sion of transportation security, and for 
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 474, he reported the bill back to 
the House with an amendment adopted 
by the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. KING of New York. I am in its 
present form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. King of New York moves to recommit 

the bill H.R. 2200 to the Committee on Home-
land Security with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendment: 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6214 June 4, 2009 
Strike section 405 of the bill and insert the 

following: 
SEC. 405. SECURING AVIATION FROM EXTREME 

TERRORIST THREATS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-

lowing: 
(1) In 2001, Congress gave the Assistant 

Secretary, Transportation Security Adminis-
tration, the task to ‘‘develop policies, strate-
gies, and plans for dealing with threats to 
transportation security’’. The individuals 
currently held at the Naval Station, Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba, were detained during armed 
conflict and pose a serious and continuing 
threat to the transportation security inter-
ests of the United States and its allies. 

(2) Terrorists, including Khalid Sheikh Mo-
hammad, the admitted mastermind of the 
September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, have 
clearly demonstrated their desire and intent 
to use airplanes as weapons to kill innocent 
Americans. The August 2006 liquid explosive 
plot to take down 10 commercial airliners 
over the United States is positive proof that 
air transportation continues to be a target. 

(3) In light of al Qaeda’s propensity to con-
duct aviation-related attacks and the fact 
that, according to the Department of De-
fense, at least 74 former Guantanamo Bay 
detainees once considered ‘‘non-threatening’’ 
are recidivists to terrorism, restrictions on 
the air travel of former detainees are nec-
essary to protect the public from future at-
tacks. 

(4) Therefore, individuals who are or have 
been detained at Guantanamo should not be 
allowed to fly commercially in the United 
States and should be added to the Transpor-
tation Security Administration’s No Fly 
List, until the President certifies that each 
individual detainee poses no threat to the 
United States, its citizens, or its allies. 

(b) PROHIBITION OF DETAINEE USE OF COM-
MERCIAL AVIATION.—Section 44903(j)(2)(C) of 
title 49, United States Code, as amended by 
section 213 of the bill, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(vi) INCLUSION OF DETAINEES ON NO FLY 
LIST.—The Assistant Secretary, in coordina-
tion with the Terrorist Screening Center, 
shall include on the No Fly List any indi-
vidual who was a detainee held at the Naval 
Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, unless the 
President certifies in writing to Congress 
that the detainee poses no threat to the 
United States, its citizens, or its allies. For 
purposes of this clause, the term ‘detainee’ 
means an individual in the custody or under 
the physical control of the United States as 
a result of armed conflict.’’. 

Mr. KING of New York (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the reading be dispensed 
with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from New York is recognized 
for 5 minutes in support of his motion. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
this motion to recommit is very basic. 
It’s very direct. It specifies that any 
detainee who is housed at Guantanamo 
Bay will go on the No Fly List. Very 
simply, anyone released from Guanta-
namo will not be able to fly on an 
American commercial flight. 

And I have listened to the debate in 
committee. I’ve listened to the debate 
on the floor, and quite frankly, I can-
not understand the opposition to this 
amendment. We are talking about ap-

proximately 240 people who are still at 
Guantanamo. These are the worst of 
the worst, the most hardcore. 

Mr. Speaker, we can have various po-
sitions on Guantanamo, whether the 
President was right, whether the Presi-
dent’s wrong, whether he’s partially 
right, whether he’s wrong, whether 
there’s going to be tribunals, what’s 
going to happen. But the reality is that 
there’s a likelihood that some of these 
detainees could be released into the 
United States, and very simply, we are 
saying if they are, they should not be 
allowed to fly on American commercial 
flights. 

b 1615 
Now, recent reports from the Defense 

Intelligence Agency say that one of 
seven of those who have been released 
thus far have returned to the battle-
field, have returned to take part in ter-
rorist activities. Now, whether that 
number is actually one in seven or one 
in 14 or one in 15, I say to anyone in 
this House, do you want your son or 
your daughter or your grandson or 
your granddaughter possibly being on 
the same plane as one of those seven or 
one of those 15? It is too high a risk to 
pay. 

What the majority did when this was 
brought up by Mr. SOUDER, who argued 
it very articulately in committee and 
on the floor, was to say that they 
would go on the No Fly List, the de-
tainees, after disposition by the Presi-
dent. 

‘‘Disposition’’ is not defined. What 
does ‘‘disposition’’ mean? If the Presi-
dent says that this person is dangerous, 
does that mean he doesn’t go on the No 
Fly List? Suppose that case is still 
pending in court. Suppose he was re-
leased on bail. What does final disposi-
tion mean? What does it mean? 

Why are we having this debate? I can 
see if we were talking about something 
involving the civil rights of an Amer-
ican citizen or somebody who was le-
gally in the country and we were talk-
ing about electronic surveillance or 
stop-and-frisk. We’re talking about a 
person who is a detainee at Guanta-
namo and we’re saying they cannot fly 
on an American plane. What human 
right is being violated by that? Let’s 
balance the equities. 

I know in the Dear Colleague that 
my good friend the chairman sent out 
to his members, he uses a quote from 
the President, saying that we must 
have an abiding confidence in the rule 
of law and due process and checks and 
balances and accountability. 

Mr. Speaker, I fail to see the ques-
tion of a balance here. What equities 
are we balancing? 

Let’s assume the worst from those 
who oppose this motion to recommit. 
Let’s assume that someone who is in 
Guantanamo and really pure of heart 
and has no malice anywhere in the sys-
tem, that person will not be allowed to 
fly on an American plane. Life is 
tough. If that’s the worst he has to en-
dure, I don’t think that’s going to 
shock the conscience of the Republic. 

But suppose that person does return 
to violence and does blow up an air-
liner and hundreds of Americans are 
killed. Where is the cost-benefit ratio? 
What equities are we balancing here? 

I would say the clear and correct 
thing to do here is to make it very 
clear that anyone released from Guan-
tanamo should go on the No Fly List. 

Now, if there are foreign policy con-
siderations, if there are diplomatic 
considerations, the motion to recom-
mit specifically says that the President 
can certify that that detainee is no 
longer a threat to American security 
and the President can take the person 
off the No Fly List. 

So, if there is an injustice being 
done, if the President feels very strong-
ly about this, then the President has 
the prerogative to exercise his power 
and take the person off the list. 

Again, I just think this is a debate 
about politics for those who somehow 
think, if we talk about Guantanamo, 
that we’re trying to inject some kind 
of fear. We’re trying to protect the 
American people. And, to me, it’s a 
clear issue if you ask any one of your 
constituency, people in your district, 
say to them, would they rather be cer-
tain that their relatives going on a 
plane will not have a detainee from 
Guantanamo sitting next to them or 
would they rather have the fact that 
that person may have to drive his own 
car or take a bus rather than fly in a 
plane. 

So I would say in the interest of jus-
tice, in the interest of basic security 
for the American people and the inter-
est of doing all we can to make this 
good bill much better and to give us 
the security that we need, that we vote 
‘‘yes’’ on the motion to recommit. 

In his statements, the chairman says 
that by not adopting this motion to re-
commit, or not using this language, 
that would make our skies more se-
cure. How can our skies possibly be 
more secure unless we do everything 
we possibly can to keep Guantanamo 
detainees off our planes, off our com-
mercial planes. 

Those of us who lived in New York, 
any American, knows the horror of 
September 11. If we can do anything at 
all to prevent that without violating 
the civil rights of any American cit-
izen, anyone lawfully in this country, 
then we should do it. 

Mr. Speaker, in the interest of jus-
tice and homeland security, I ask adop-
tion of the motion to recommit. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I rise 
in opposition, Mr. Speaker, but I’m not 
opposed to the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, at the beginning, let me say 
that I am not in opposition to the mo-
tion to recommit. This motion to re-
commit builds on the underlying provi-
sions of this bill. But it also recognizes 
that the President has significant re-
sponsibility in making sure that Amer-
icans are kept safe. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 04:03 Jun 05, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04JN7.059 H04JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6215 June 4, 2009 
I also support the fact that anyone 

who was detained at Guantanamo 
should be on the No Fly List. This mo-
tion to recommit does that. And I sup-
port it. I can accept it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was agreed 

to. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, pursuant to the instructions 
of the House in the motion to recom-
mit, I report the bill, H.R. 2200, back to 
the House with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. THOMPSON of 

Mississippi: 
Strike section 405 of the bill and insert the 

following: 
SEC. 405. SECURING AVIATION FROM EXTREME 

TERRORIST THREATS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-

lowing: 
(1) In 2001, Congress gave the Assistant 

Secretary, Transportation Security Adminis-
tration, the task to ‘‘develop policies, strate-
gies, and plans for dealing with threats to 
transportation security’’. The individuals 
currently held at the Naval Station, Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba, were detained during armed 
conflict and pose a serious and continuing 
threat to the transportation security inter-
ests of the United States and its allies. 

(2) Terrorists, including Khalid Sheikh Mo-
hammad, the admitted mastermind of the 
September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, have 
clearly demonstrated their desire and intent 
to use airplanes as weapons to kill innocent 
Americans. The August 2006 liquid explosive 
plot to take down 10 commercial airliners 
over the United States is positive proof that 
air transportation continues to be a target. 

(3) In light of al Qaeda’s propensity to con-
duct aviation-related attacks and the fact 
that, according to the Department of De-
fense, at least 74 former Guantanamo Bay 
detainees once considered ‘‘non-threatening’’ 
are recidivists to terrorism, restrictions on 
the air travel of former detainees are nec-
essary to protect the public from future at-
tacks. 

(4) Therefore, individuals who are or have 
been detained at Guantanamo should not be 
allowed to fly commercially in the United 
States and should be added to the Transpor-
tation Security Administration’s No Fly 
List, until the President certifies that each 
individual detainee poses no threat to the 
United States, its citizens, or its allies. 

(b) PROHIBITION OF DETAINEE USE OF COM-
MERCIAL AVIATION.—Section 44903(j)(2)(C) of 
title 49, United States Code, as amended by 
section 213 of the bill, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(vi) INCLUSION OF DETAINEES ON NO FLY 
LIST.—The Assistant Secretary, in coordina-
tion with the Terrorist Screening Center, 
shall include on the No Fly List any indi-
vidual who was a detainee held at the Naval 
Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, unless the 
President certifies in writing to Congress 
that the detainee poses no threat to the 
United States, its citizens, or its allies. For 
purposes of this clause, the term ‘detainee’ 
means an individual in the custody or under 
the physical control of the United States as 
a result of armed conflict.’’. 

Mr. KING of New York (during the 
reading). I ask unanimous consent to 
dispense with the reading. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 412, noes 12, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 306] 

AYES—412 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 

Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 

Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 

Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 

Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—12 

Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Conyers 

Filner 
Lee (CA) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 

Nadler (NY) 
Paul 
Smith (WA) 
Waters 

NOT VOTING—9 

Boswell 
Courtney 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 

Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Space 

Stark 
Sullivan 
Wilson (OH) 

b 1638 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Ms. LEE of 
California, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, 
and Mr. CONYERS changed their vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 397, noes 25, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 307] 

AYES—397 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Filner 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 

Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Marshall 

Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 

Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quigley 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Simpson 
Sires 

Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—25 

Blackburn 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Campbell 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Deal (GA) 
Duncan 
Flake 

Foxx 
Holt 
Johnson, Sam 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Linder 
Markey (MA) 
McClintock 
McHenry 

Nadler (NY) 
Nunes 
Paul 
Price (GA) 
Royce 
Shuster 
Stark 

NOT VOTING—11 

Adler (NJ) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Courtney 
Fattah 

Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

Kennedy 
Ruppersberger 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sullivan 
Wilson (OH) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
DEGETTE) (during the vote). Two min-
utes are remaining. 
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Mr. KINGSTON changed his vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2200, TRANS-
PORTATION SECURITY ADMINIS-
TRATION AUTHORIZATION ACT 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that in the engrossment of H.R. 
2200, the Clerk be authorized to correct 
section numbers, punctuation, cross- 
references, and to make such other 
technical and conforming changes as 
may be necessary to accurately reflect 
the actions of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 626, FEDERAL EMPLOY-
EES PAID PARENTAL LEAVE ACT 
OF 2009 
Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 501 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 501 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 626) to provide 
that 4 of the 12 weeks of parental leave made 
available to a Federal employee shall be paid 
leave, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
bill are waived except those arising under 
clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. General debate 
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex-
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled 
by the chair and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. The bill shall be considered 
as read. All points of order against provi-
sions in the bill are waived. Notwithstanding 
clause 11 of rule XVIII, no amendment to the 
bill shall be in order except those printed in 
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each such amend-
ment may be offered only in the order print-
ed in the report, may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. All points of order 
against such amendments are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. 
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill 
for amendment the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CARDOZA) 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6217 June 4, 2009 
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS). All 
time yielded during consideration of 
the rule is for debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Resolution 501. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, House Resolution 
501 provides for the consideration of 
H.R. 626, the Federal Employees Paid 
Parental Leave Act of 2009, under a 
structured rule. The rule provides for 1 
hour of general debate equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 
The rule makes in order three amend-
ments listed in the Rules Committee 
report, each debatable for 10 minutes. 
The rule also provides a motion to re-
commit with or without instructions. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today not as a 
Democrat or a Republican, but as a fa-
ther. Nothing can replace the first few 
days and weeks between a parent and a 
newborn or a newly adopted child when 
the bond that is forged is critical and 
sets the foundation for the child’s en-
tire later life. It is in these first few 
moments that a child’s emotional and 
physical health and development is es-
tablished—time which cannot be made 
up for later in life once it’s lost. 

Yet many parents are unable to forge 
this bond simply because they cannot 
afford to take unpaid leave from their 
jobs. In fact, a 2000 Labor Department 
survey showed that 78 percent of em-
ployees chose not to take unpaid leave 
because they just couldn’t afford it. 
And they certainly cannot do so in the 
trying economic times we face today 
when hardworking families are strug-
gling just to get by. 

b 1700 

No parent should be placed in the po-
sition of having to choose between 
bonding with their new child and for-
going these formative moments in 
their child’s life in order to keep a roof 
over that same child’s head or to put 
food on the table, especially when the 
fate of a child is ultimately at stake. 
This is a moral and societal situation 
that has legislators, parents and as 
protectors of God’s children, we must 
get right. 

The Federal Government, I believe, 
has a moral obligation to set the stage 
for making changes across the table. 
We need to do more than just help in 
the care and development of a child. 
We must take the reins and lead by ex-
ample. We should be setting the stand-
ard in family-friendly workplace poli-
cies across the Nation, not lagging be-
hind. 

H.R. 626 is quite simple. Current law 
requires that new parents be given up 
to 12 weeks of unpaid leave. If they 
wish to be paid, they must use any un-
used accrued sick time or vacation 
time. This bill helps families by pro-
viding 4 weeks of paid parental leave 
for Federal employees for the birth, 
adoption or fostering of a child and al-
lowing employees to use that accrued 
vacation or sick time for that parental 
leave. 

This small change in law will hope-
fully entice other employers to follow 
suit but, more importantly, have an 
immeasurable impact on the countless 
parents and the well-being of their 
children. 

Madam Speaker, I can speak to this 
from my own experience. My dear wife 
Kathie and I have three beautiful chil-
dren—one biologic and two that we 
adopted out of the foster care system. 
These children we love as much as they 
were our biological daughter. I will tell 
you from our own experience, however, 
that by adopting a child, especially one 
out of foster care, it requires special 
care and attention and additional time 
for bonding. This is not an option in 
their case. It is an absolute necessity. 
Our children—in fact, all foster chil-
dren have faced and will continue to 
face significant challenges in their 
lives from the abuse that they incurred 
when they were in foster care. They 
will forever carry those unspeakable 
scars that every parent fears and no 
child should ever bear. Yet the only 
hope and chance that you have to save 
these children is to give them time to 
bond with those very new parents that 
are the ones that will be, in fact, try-
ing to save their lives and rub away 
those scars. There is no other choice 
than to immediately give them all the 
love they can take and more than 
they’ve ever known; food, nutrition 
they desperately need, and the health 
care they have never had. They need 
the unflagging support and nurturing 
that they get from these new adoptive 
parents in order to establish a pattern 
of survival in their lives. I also know 
that without the time to forge this 
bond immediately after adoption, they 
have no hope of overcoming the enor-
mous obstacles that they face. 

Madam Speaker, you can put a price 
tag on a piece of legislation, but you 
cannot put a price on the importance 
of not having to worry about a pay-
check and having the full and undi-
vided attention of both parents lav-
ishing boundless love on a disadvan-
taged child. I can think of no greater 
gift that we can give as parents to our 
children than the gift of time. Without 
it, far too many children will simply 
slip through the cracks, and for many 
more, all hope will be lost. As legisla-
tors, it is our imperative that we do 
what is morally right, not to let hope 
be lost, but rather to let hope spring 
eternally and to give these children, 
who already have so many things 
working against them, as I mentioned 
in the case of adoption and foster care, 
the chance at life that they deserve. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 

want to thank my friend from Cali-
fornia for yielding this time to me to 
discuss the proposed rule for consider-
ation of the Federal Employees Paid 
Parental Leave Act of 2009. I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

I’ve heard a lot of arguments here on 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives. I’m not a psychologist, but I 
would tend to bet that probably more 
than the first 12 weeks of a child’s life 
is very important to their develop-
ment. I’m kind of surprised that we 
don’t have evidence today that says 
that the first 13 or 14, 16 years of a 
child’s life is really the most impor-
tant point, and maybe we just ought to 
let Federal employees take 16 years off 
since that’s the defining moment. 
There’s just no reality with this about 
the first 12 weeks of a child’s life. Let 
me tell you, it’s about probably the 
first 14 or 15 years; and as a parent, I 
can tell you, I remember the first 12 
weeks. I remember them very vividly 
for both of my boys. I’m sure that 
there is some bit about what my chil-
dren understood about the bonding 
with me. 

Let’s just go straight to this. This is 
expensive. It’s going to cost a lot of 
money, and it’s for Federal employees 
at a time when this Federal Govern-
ment needs to be more efficient, and 
the people of this country cannot af-
ford it. We’ve done without it for this 
number of years, and I’m surprised 
that we’re doing it today in the eco-
nomic times that we have. 

Today I will discuss my opposition to 
the structured rule, which limits de-
bate and does not provide for the ‘‘open 
and honest Congress’’ my Democrat 
colleagues have always called for for 
the past 31⁄2 years. I also rise in opposi-
tion to putting taxpayers further in 
debt, those people that don’t work for 
the government, to pay for this new ex-
tension of benefits by expanding an al-
ready generous government paid leave. 

The economy is in a recession. Hello. 
Hello. Wake up, Washington. We’re in a 
recession, and somebody else is going 
to have to pay for this. Oh, I know. It’s 
about the kids. I know it’s about this 
bonding for the first 12 weeks. Unem-
ployment is at a 25-year high. Govern-
ment spending is out of control, and in-
dividuals and retirees that have lost 
trillions in their savings and retire-
ment are now going to have to pay an-
other billion dollars for this plan. The 
government should be ensuring the fu-
ture of the economy before taking on 
additional government benefits for 
those who have some of the greatest 
job security at the expense of the peo-
ple who are paying for it, namely, the 
taxpayer. 

I rise in opposition to this so-called 
structured rule and to this legislation, 
which would provide more government 
benefits to bureaucrats with benefits 
already in excess of what most hard-
working Americans in the private sec-
tor have. I guess we’re supposed to sac-
rifice a little bit more to make sure 
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our government employees get more 
benefits. 

Madam Speaker, as the father of two 
children, I return to my home every 
weekend in Dallas, Texas. I have only 
been in this body 13 years. I have never 
spent a weekend in Washington, D.C. I 
go home when the votes end to be with 
my family; and I, like every Member of 
this body, love my family. We under-
stand the importance of family and 
how strong families are to our country. 
Additionally, I know how hard Federal 
employees work. I honor them for their 
work and their devotion to the people 
of this country and the devotion to 
their jobs, and they do deserve com-
petitive compensation and a good bene-
fits package. At the same time, I be-
lieve at this time this bill sends the 
wrong message at the wrong time to 
working Americans, the taxpayers and 
their families that they, themselves, 
are struggling to sacrifice to give a se-
lect few in this government additional 
new benefits. 

In February of this year, my Demo-
cratic colleagues passed a $1.2 trillion 
economic stimulus package with abso-
lutely no—zero—Republican support. 
This was their failed attempt to pro-
vide jobs to the struggling economy. 
The U.S. has eliminated 663,000 jobs in 
March alone, an additional 563,000 in 
April. Over the past 12 months, the 
number of unemployed has risen by 6 
million people to 13.7 million, and the 
unemployment rate has grown from 3.9 
to 9 percent. We should be thinking 
about how we’re going to struggle to 
get people employed in this country, 
not give additional benefits to govern-
ment workers. 

One would think that this massive 
amount of spending that was done this 
year by my friends on the other side 
would ensure job growth, investment 
and economic output. Instead, the 
failed policies of the Democratic Party 
and of this administration have led to 
a budget deficit that already has been 
announced, it’s not just $1 trillion, it 
has now grown to $1.8 trillion, about 
$89 billion more than was predicted in 
the President’s budget. That is nearly 
four times the record set last year by 
my Democrat colleagues of this House. 
This has led even to the President’s 
chief economic adviser, Dr. Christina 
Romer, while speaking on CNN to ac-
knowledge that it is ‘‘pretty realistic’’ 
that there will be no job growth until 
2010, and the U.S. will hit 9.5 percent 
rate of unemployment this year. Well, 
let’s just be honest about it. The 
Democratic plans are that there would 
be 9 percent unemployment next year. 
That was the Democrats’ blueprint, 
their plan that was in the budget. Nine 
percent, that’s their best estimate, 
their guess. We’re going to rise to 9 
percent. Well, the question is not 
whether Congress should support fami-
lies but whether it makes sense when 
so many Americans are already strug-
gling with unemployment rates, in-
creased taxes, thanks to our good 
friends in the Democrat majority, and 

an economic recession in the 3 years 
that the House and the Senate have 
been run by Democrat leadership, to 
increase their tax burden to pay for 
this increased paid time off from work, 
especially in light of the fact that gov-
ernment workers, in my opinion, have 
not even asked for it. 

Madam Speaker, my friends on the 
other side of the aisle often argue that 
Federal employees need greater bene-
fits to be more competitive with pri-
vate industry. There could be truth to 
that. But even the Office of Personnel 
Management has determined that Fed-
eral and private sector benefits com-
pare favorably, and additional benefits 
would not help with retirement and re-
tention. Additionally, this bill does not 
assist the older workforce facing re-
tirement since it specifically deals 
with paid leave for having a child, 
adopting a child or taking care of a fos-
ter child. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that this new benefit-in-search- 
of-a-problem will cost taxpayers $938 
million over the next 5 years. Madam 
Speaker, at a time when average hard-
working American families are already 
struggling and working many, many, 
many more hours and trying to find ad-
ditional income through a job that 
they cannot find to pay their bills, I 
don’t believe it’s appropriate for Con-
gress to increase the paid leave of Fed-
eral bureaucrats beyond their already 
generous levels by using taxpayer dol-
lars to do it. 
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Since June of last year, the Federal 
Government workforce has grown by 
37,000 employees while the private sec-
tor has shed more than 4.4 million jobs 
at the same time. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle have spent trillions of the 
taxpayers’ dollars over the past 6 
months. Americans are faced with a 
$1.8 trillion deficit this year alone from 
the Democrat majority in this adminis-
tration. Their plan. Taxpayers are 
reaching a breaking point when it 
comes to subsidizing higher Federal 
spending at their expense. It is costing 
the free enterprise system jobs and the 
opportunity to get a job tomorrow be-
cause of the massive spending that is 
taking place by this Democrat major-
ity. 

Responsible American families are 
cutting back their costs. They are deal-
ing with the job loss. They are doing 
the things to help their families and 
their friends, and they are looking at 
the destruction of their savings and re-
tirement accounts. 

I think it is simply wrong. It is 
wrong for the Democratic Party to 
move this bill. Rather than trying to 
create jobs, they are trying to get new 
benefits for Federal employees. 

Madam Speaker, I will be honest. 
You are darn right that this is going to 
be a tough vote for Members of Con-
gress. Are we going to pay attention to 
what is happening back home or are we 

just going to come up here and spend 
another $1 billion? 

I encourage my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no.’’ Vote ‘‘no’’ on this legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 

just will respond to the gentleman that 
this is less than $100 million a year for 
the entire country. While every dollar 
that the taxpayers pay is significantly 
important, I would say that this par-
ticular bill is much more important in 
some ways than many expenditures 
this Federal Government makes. 

It is also something that I believe is 
fundamentally important in many sec-
tors, especially in the area that I 
talked about with adopting new chil-
dren. The gentleman says that the Fed-
eral employees are some of the most 
stable workforce that we have in this 
country. Well, that is exactly the kind 
of people you want to adopt children, 
people in stable homes that have jobs 
that they are not going to lose, that 
can take the time to do what we have 
set forth in this bill. 

While leave policies in the govern-
ment generally may compare favorably 
with some private sector employment, 
the Federal Government’s paid paren-
tal leave policy simply does not. Sev-
enty-five percent of the Fortune 100 
companies offer at least 6 weeks of pa-
rental paid leave and make them much 
more attractive to young working fam-
ilies who cannot afford to go without 
pay for that length of time. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to, at 
this time, yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

I rise in strong support of the rule 
and the underlying bill that would pro-
vide 4 weeks of paid leave to Federal 
employees for the birth, adoption, or 
fostering of a child. It is identical to 
the version of the bill, H.R. 5781, which 
passed the House last Congress with 
strong bipartisan support. The vote 
count was 278–146, with 50 Republicans 
voting for the bill in the 110th Con-
gress. 

My good friend on the other side of 
the aisle said that Federal employees 
are not asking for this. That is not the 
truth, and I would like permission to 
place in the RECORD various letters 
written in support. They actively have 
been meeting with us and supporting it 
for the past 15 years. Majority Leader 
STENY HOYER and I and others have 
been championing this bill. And I 
would like to put their letters of sup-
port in the RECORD. 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL OR-
GANIZATIONS, 

Washington, DC, June 4, 2009. 
LEGISLATIVE ALERT 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The American Fed-
eration of Labor and Congress of Industrial 
Organizations (AFL–CIO) strongly supports 
HR 626, the Federal Employees Paid Parental 
Leave Act of 2009. This vital legislation 
would provide all Executive and Legislative 
Branch federal employees with income sup-
port for up to four weeks of parental leave in 
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order to facilitate bonding between parents 
with newborn infants or newly adopted chil-
dren. 

Federal workers are among those who 
must choose between meeting their family 
obligations and maintaining family income 
because under current law, no part of the 
leave under the Family and Medical Leave 
Act is guaranteed to be paid leave. The years 
when employees are most likely to become 
parents coincide with the early years of their 
career, when they are least likely to have ac-
cumulated enough savings to forgo their sal-
ary for several weeks. Workers early in their 
career are also least likely to have accumu-
lated enough annual leave to cover the time 
needed to provide adequate care for a new-
born or newly adopted child. As a result, 
many workers are effectively prevented from 
using FMLA leave at all. 

Spending time with a newborn or a newly 
adopted child should not be viewed as a lux-
ury that only the rich should be able to af-
ford. Virtually all research on child develop-
ment and family stability supports the no-
tion that parent-infant bonding during the 
earliest months of life is crucial. Children 
who form strong emotional bonds or ‘‘at-
tachment’’ with their parents are most like-
ly to enjoy good health and have positive re-
lations with others throughout their life-
times. H.R. 626 takes as a given that all chil-
dren who become new members of a family 
need this critical time with their parents, 
and provides all parents—adoptive and bio-
logical—equal treatment. 

More and more private sector employers 
provide paid parental leave because they rec-
ognize that productivity is lost when a par-
ent returns to work before they have found 
appropriate child care for a newborn or 
newly adopted child, or when an employee 
comes to work ill because all leave was ex-
hausted during the protracted adoption proc-
ess. Without the extension of paid parental 
leave to all Executive and Legislative branch 
employees, the federal government will lose 
good workers, trained at taxpayer expense, 
who decide to leave federal service for an 
employer who offers paid parental leave. 

The benefits to children and families of 
four weeks of paid parental leave have been 
well established. The AFL–CIO urges Con-
gress to pass the Federal Employee Paid Pa-
rental Leave Act of 2009. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM SAMUEL, 

Director, 
Government Affairs Department. 

NATIONAL ACTIVE AND RETIRED 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION, 

Alexandria, VA, June 3, 2009. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 

National Active and Retired Federal Em-
ployees Association (NARFE), I am writing 
to urge you to support H.R. 626, the Federal 
Employees Paid Parental Leave Act, when it 
is considered by the House of Representa-
tives on Thursday, June 4. 

NARFE believes that extending paid paren-
tal leave to federal employees will assist fed-
eral agencies in their ongoing recruitment 
and retention efforts. Indeed, Congress needs 
to pass this family-friendly legislation if we 
are to attract the highly talented and skilled 
individuals necessary to take on the chal-
lenges of recovering from an unparalleled 
economic upheaval, fighting two wars and 
defending the homeland. 

While federal workers need paid leave to 
care for a newborn or adopted baby, a grow-
ing number of ‘‘sandwich generation’’ em-
ployees require the same support as they 
struggle to provide care to their aging par-
ents. The current trend toward an older 
workforce, coupled with overall increased 
longevity, greatly increases the need for em-

ployers to provide adequate leave and com-
pensation for family caregiving duties on 
both ends of the sandwich generation. For 
that reason, we urge you to work with us to 
ensure that paid family leave is also ex-
tended to federal workers who serve as care-
givers to their parents. 

NARFE urges you to honor federal employ-
ees, who work each day to better our nation, 
by voting for H.R. 626. 

Sincerely, 
MARGARET L. BAPTISTE, 

President. 

NATIONAL TREASURY EMPLOYEES UNION, 
Washington, DC, June 1, 2009. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 
National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU) 
and more than 150,000 federal employees in 31 
agencies and departments across the nation, 
I am writing to ask you to vote for passage 
next week of H.R. 626, the Federal Employees 
Paid Parental Leave Act. 

This important bill, introduced by Rep-
resentative Carolyn Maloney (D–NY), pro-
vides federal employees with four weeks of 
full pay to use while they are on Family and 
Medical Leave Act (FMLA) leave for the 
birth or adoption of a child. It will bring the 
government’s approach on family leave clos-
er to that of the private sector and many in-
dustrialized nations. 

This bill will help our federal government 
recruit and retain dedicated and talented 
workers, and show that the federal govern-
ment truly values families. Currently, fed-
eral workers do not have any guarantee of 
paid leave for the birth or adoption of a new 
child. Some have accrued paid sick or vaca-
tion time that they may be able to use while 
on FMLA leave. However, others, especially 
younger workers who have not accrued sick 
or vacation time, have no choice but to take 
unpaid leave. This measure will allow federal 
workers the ability to better balance family 
needs and work requirements as access to 
paid parental leave has become a necessity 
for today’s working families. 

In the coming years, federal agencies will 
be hiring many new workers. Fifty-eight per-
cent of supervisory and 48 percent of non-
supervisory workers will be eligible to retire 
by the end of fiscal year 2010, according to a 
2004 report by the Office of Personnel Man-
agement. In order to compete with the pri-
vate sector and attract and retain the best 
workers, federal benefits must be competi-
tive. According to a March 2008 report by the 
Joint Economic Committee staff, nearly 75 
percent of the Fortune 100 firms offer work-
ing parents some paid time off when they 
have a new child. A paid parental leave pol-
icy will also save the government money by 
reducing turnover and replacement costs, 
which is estimated to be 25 percent of the 
worker’s salary. 

On behalf of our federal employees, I look 
forward to your vote for passage in the 
House of H.R. 626. 

Sincerely, 
COLLEEN M. KELLEY, 

National President. 

NATIONAL TREASURY EMPLOYEES UNION, 
Washington, DC, June 4, 2009. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: As President of the 
National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU), 
with over 150,000 federal employees in 31 dif-
ferent agencies, I write to you today to ask 
that you vote no on the Issa amendment to 
be offered today on H.R. 626, the Federal Em-
ployees Paid Parental Leave Act of 2009. 

This important bill, introduced by Rep-
resentative Carolyn Maloney (D–NY), pro-
vides federal employees with four weeks of 
full pay to use while they are on Family and 
Medical Leave Act (FMLA) leave for the 
birth or adoption of a child. It will bring the 

government’s approach on family leave clos-
er to that of the private sector and many in-
dustrialized nations. 

This bill will help our federal government 
recruit and retain dedicated and talented 
workers, and show that the federal govern-
ment truly values families. Currently, fed-
eral workers do not have any guarantee of 
paid leave for the birth or adoption of a new 
child. Some have accrued paid sick or vaca-
tion time that they may be able to use while 
on FMLA leave. Many, especially younger 
workers who have not accrued sick or vaca-
tion time or workers who have had health 
issues, have no choice but to take unpaid 
leave. This measure will allow federal work-
ers the ability to better balance family needs 
and work requirements as access to paid pa-
rental leave has become a necessity for to-
day’s working families. 

The Issa amendment would require em-
ployees to use all accrued leave before re-
ceiving additional paid parental leave and 
would require additional paid parental leave 
to be treated as a repayable advance. This 
amendment essentially guts the bill, while 
not addressing the problem. Paid parental 
leave is needed precisely because the present 
leave is not sufficient for having a child and 
allowing bonding time with that child. We 
hear stories every day from my members, 
from women, mostly, who have put off oper-
ations to save sick leave to have a child, or 
people who have cared for their terminal par-
ents, and now have hundreds of sick leave 
hours to repay, and put off having a child. 
Women go to work ill because they have to 
save time for childbirth. As a matter of fact, 
every time this bill is mentioned in the 
press, NTEU receives stories of federal em-
ployees desperate to get some help so they 
can stay home just a few weeks with their 
newborn or adopted child. 

Representative Issa stated during the 
Oversight and Government Reform Commit-
tee’s consideration that federal employees 
will somehow ‘‘game’’ this new parental 
leave by taking in a new foster child every 
year, thus getting a ‘‘free’’ extra four weeks 
a year—a statement NTEU finds prepos-
terous. Now the opposition comes in the 
form of an amendment requiring a zero bal-
ance in sick and annual leave before paid pa-
rental leave begins. This is putting federal 
employees in exactly the position we seek to 
avoid by this legislation. 

Seventy-five percent of the Fortune 100 
companies in this country offer paid parental 
leave, and the average amount is six weeks. 
In the coming years, federal agencies will be 
hiring many new workers. Fifty-eight per-
cent of supervisory and 48 percent of non-
supervisory workers will be eligible to retire 
by the end of fiscal year 2010, according to a 
2004 report by the Office of Personnel Man-
agement. In order to compete with the pri-
vate sector and attract and retain the best 
workers, federal benefits must be competi-
tive. A paid parental leave policy will also 
save the government money by reducing 
turnover and replacement costs, which is es-
timated to be 25 percent of the worker’s sal-
ary. 

On behalf of our federal employees, I urge 
a ‘‘no’’ vote on the Issa amendment and 
‘‘yes’’ for final passage of H.R. 626 as re-
ported from committee. 

Sincerely, 
COLLEEN M. KELLEY, 

National President. 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, AFL–CIO, 

Washington, DC, June 2, 2009. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 

over 600,000 federal workers represented by 
the American Federation of Government 
Employees, AFL–CIO (AFGE), I strongly 
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urge you to support H.R. 626, the Federal 
Employees Paid Parental Leave Act of 2009, 
introduced by Rep. Carolyn Maloney (D–NY). 
H.R. 626, which has bipartisan support, pro-
vides four weeks of paid leave for federal 
workers who are the parents of newborns and 
newly adopted children. AFGE commends 
the bill’s sponsor, Rep. Maloney for her years 
of ‘‘commitment and tireless efforts to es-
tablish this important improvement in the 
work and family lives of over one million 
federal workers. This landmark legislation is 
an investment in both the federal workforce 
and their families. 

Virtually all research on child develop-
ment and family stability supports the no-
tion that parent-infant bonding during the 
earliest months of life is crucial. Newborns 
and adopted children who form strong emo-
tional bonds or ‘‘attachment’’ with their par-
ents are most likely to do well in school, 
have positive relationships with others and 
enjoy good health during their lifetimes. 
These are national outcomes that should be 
the goal for all children, including those of 
federal employees. A parent should not be 
forced back to work immediately after the 
birth or adoption of a child because she or he 
could not do without his or her paycheck. 

Those who oppose the bill cite ‘‘fiscal re-
sponsibility’’ as a reason to delay or deny ac-
tion on H.R. 626 opposed these same provi-
sions long before the recent economic down-
turn. Hard economic times are exactly the 
right time for the government to take re-
sponsible action on behalf of families. A re-
cent Financial Times article stated that in 
this most recent recession, men account for 
almost 80% of job losses. A responsible work-
er benefit like federal employee paid paren-
tal leave provides a certain source of income 
that allows families to bond and households 
during economically troubled times. 

A lack of paid parental leave negatively 
impacts the government when a good work-
er, trained at taxpayer expense, decides to 
leave federal service for another employer 
who does offer paid leave. Although federal 
workers do accumulate leave, by conserv-
ative estimates it would take a federal work-
er who uses two weeks of annual leave and 
only three days of sick leave per year close 
to five years to accrue enough sick and an-
nual leave to receive pay during the 12 weeks 
of parental leave allowed under FMLA. 
Younger workers of child bearing years are 
at a moment in their careers when they can 
least afford to take any time off without pay 
and least likely to have accumulated signifi-
cant savings. These so-called alternatives to 
a benefit of paid parental leave to federal 
workers are unrealistic and fail to ade-
quately address the problems families face. 

The time has come for the federal govern-
ment to set the standard for U.S. employers 
on paid parental leave. Although there is no 
current law providing paid parental leave for 
federal workers, the federal government cur-
rently reimburses federal contractors and 
grantees for the cost of providing paid paren-
tal leave to their workers. Surely if such 
practice is affordable and reasonable for con-
tractors and grantees, federal employees 
should be eligible for similar treatment. The 
benefits to children and families of four 
weeks of paid parental leave are enormous 
and long-lasting. AFGE strongly urges you 
to support the Federal Employee Paid Paren-
tal Leave Act of 2009. 

Sincerely, 
BETH MOTEN, 

Legislative and Political Director. 

I also would like to point out that 
this bill is PAYGO neutral and would 
not affect, and I quote, ‘‘direct spend-
ing or receipts.’’ To be clear, there are 
no PAYGO implications for H.R. 626 be-

cause it does not create new expendi-
tures. Whether or not an employee 
takes paid leave, the pay for that em-
ployee has already been included in the 
salary budget for that agency. The 
only cost associated with the bill is the 
amount that agencies currently save 
when employees who have a new child 
take their 12 weeks of unpaid leave. 
And the $140 million figure for 4 weeks 
of paid leave in the Congressional 
Budget Office score is what Federal 
agencies currently save when employ-
ees take unpaid leave. 

Paid leave can also offset costs by 
boosting employee morale and produc-
tivity while reducing turnover. Turn-
over is costly. It costs 20 percent of an 
employee’s salary to hire and train a 
new worker compared to just 8 percent 
to provide a skilled, experienced em-
ployee with 4 weeks of paid parental 
leave. And the military already pro-
vides paid leave. New mothers are pro-
vided not with 4 weeks but 6 weeks of 
paid leave. And fathers are given 10 
days. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. CARDOZA. I yield the gentlelady 
1 additional minute. 

Mrs. MALONEY. This bill puts the 
civilian branch on par with the mili-
tary. It has already been pointed out 
that a large portion of the private sec-
tor voluntarily provides paid leave. 
And in a study by Harvard and by the 
GAO, we found that we are ranked 
168th in the world; 168 countries pro-
vide some form of paid leave. We are 
tied with Papua New Guinea, Swazi-
land, and Lesotho as countries that do 
not provide paid leave. 

So this is an opportunity for this 
body, which constantly talks about 
family values, to show that they truly 
do value families and provide paid 
leave, 4 weeks, building on the 12 weeks 
of unpaid leave from the Family and 
Medical Leave Act, so that families 
can have support during this critical 
time of the birth, adoption, or fos-
tering of a child. 

I believe my time is expired. I urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule, and I urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote on the underlying bill. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, we 
have had two wonderful speakers on 
the majority side tell us—I think they 
were contradicting each other. One 
said it only costs $100 million a year. 
Another speaker said, oh, there is no 
cost. As a matter of fact, PAYGO says 
there is nothing to it. 

Well, maybe the PAYGO rules of this 
House say that, but let me tell what 
you what the Congressional Budget Of-
fice says, their cost estimate. The Con-
gressional Budget Office says, 5 years, 
$938 million; $938 million. Almost $1 
billion over 5 years. Now, that is real 
money. Oh, no, no, no. You got it 
wrong. We are already going to give 
them the money anyway, so it doesn’t 
cost any more. 

That is not reality, and that is not 
the way it works. The CBO is right, 
$938 million over 5 years. We had our 

President just 3 or 4 weeks ago say, 
after spending all these trillions of dol-
lars, the President said, I’m going to 
ask my budget to cut a whopping $100 
million from all their budgets across 
government; 100 million. Well, that is 
this bill just for 1 year, as the gen-
tleman says, just 1 year. But the bot-
tom line is it is $938 million over 5 
years. 

You just can’t have it both ways. You 
can’t try and explain to the American 
people that you are really trying to do 
something good for them but turn 
around and make it more difficult. I 
think our friends that are in the major-
ity party don’t understand that you 
just can’t sneak up here to Washington 
and do this and get away with it back 
home. People are going to pay atten-
tion to this. 

Madam Speaker, at this time, I 
would like to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Clovis, California (Mr. 
NUNES). 

Mr. NUNES. I want to rise in opposi-
tion to this rule. Madam Speaker, 
when our government can’t ensure 
water to the people that live in this 
country, the government has failed. 
And I want my colleagues to know, 
particularly those in the Democratic 
leadership, that this government is 
presiding over a manmade drought in 
California. Thanks to this, my district 
is at 20 percent unemployment. Some 
communities are at 50 percent unem-
ployment. And despite this crisis, 
today, the Obama administration an-
nounced a new biological opinion that 
will end water deliveries in California, 
laying waste to billions of dollars 
worth of infrastructure and starving 
the State of water. We must not allow 
this to happen, and this body must act. 

I would like to conclude by address-
ing my friends in the Democratic lead-
ership in this country. I want to ex-
press my congratulations for dealing 
with this crisis. You have managed to 
make the crisis worse. 

Madam Speaker, we need to stop the 
spending, stop the bailouts, and get 
back to the basic responsibilities that 
this government has, like providing 
water to people. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I urge a 
‘‘no’’ vote on this rule. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I re-
spond to my colleague from California 
and my colleague from Texas in this 
way. My colleague from California 
knows that I support him in his efforts 
to try and solve the California water 
crisis, and, in fact, I have been a leader 
in trying to do that. I don’t always 
agree. I have come to this House floor 
and argued with my own leadership 
with regard to the issues that have 
dealt with the causes of the California 
regulatory drought. 

I would also like to remind the gen-
tleman, who loves to blame the Demo-
crats for everything that goes wrong, 
that it was a Republican bill and a Re-
publican judge that put both of those 
concerns that are causing much of our 
water problems on the map. 
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With regard to my friend from Texas 

and his claim that this is all about the 
cost, I can tell you that as an adoptive 
parent, if I hadn’t taken the actions I 
did by adopting two children, they 
would not have filled the place they 
hold in my heart, but they would have 
also cost the Federal Government 
much, much more. When we take kids 
out of an abusive home and put them 
into foster care, we do so in order to 
try and recapture their lives. 

My children came out of a home 
where they were being neglected and 
abused by a drug-addicted mother. The 
scars that they will carry from that 
time in their lives are profound. Had I 
not had the ability to spend time with 
them, the challenges that we face with 
the emotional difficulties of those 
young people that I love so much would 
be, in fact, much worse than they are 
even today. 

The gentleman can talk about how 
this is a cost issue, but let me tell you, 
if people can’t get the time to do what 
is right about adopting young kids, 
they won’t do that. And it will cost the 
Federal Government much more. 

We argued this in a bill last year 
where we gave the opportunity for our 
troops to adopt young people and take 
that leave. It was the right thing to do 
then, and it passed. Last year, this bill 
was on the floor, and 58 of the gentle-
man’s colleagues from Texas voted in 
support of this. This is the right thing 
to do for our country. It is the right 

thing to do for our kids. I believe in it 
profoundly. And, yes, this government 
wastes a lot of money in many dif-
ferent ways, but I can tell you that 
money spent in this area on this par-
ticular set of young people that I have 
talked about so much today is money 
well spent and will pay dividends many 
times over in the future. I have no 
question about that. 

At this time, Madam Speaker, I 
would like to inquire of the gentleman 
from Texas if he has any remaining 
speakers. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the gen-
tleman for the inquiry. As a matter of 
fact, I do have at least one more speak-
er. I would anticipate that if you do 
not have any additional speakers, I will 
then offer my close and then we could 
allow you to do the same, and then we 
can move on through this rule. 

Mr. CARDOZA. I will reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman for that op-
portunity to move forward on this im-
portant bill. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to in-
sert into the RECORD the cost estimate 
for H.R. 626 from the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

H.R. 626—FEDERAL EMPLOYEES PAID 
PARENTAL LEAVE ACT OF 2009 

Summary: H.R. 626 would amend title 5 of 
the United States Code, the Congressional 
Accountability Act, and the Family and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993 (FMLA) by cre-

ating a new category of leave under FMLA. 
This new category would provide four weeks 
of paid leave to federal employees following 
the birth, adoption, or fostering of a child. In 
addition, the legislation permits the Office 
of Personnel Management (OPM) to increase 
the amount of paid leave provided to a total 
of eight weeks based on the consideration of 
several factors such as the cost to the federal 
government and enhanced recruitment and 
retention of employees. 

Under current law, federal employees who 
have completed at least 12 months of service 
are entitled to up to 12 weeks of leave with-
out pay after the birth, adoption, or fos-
tering of a child. Upon return from FMLA 
leave, an employee must be returned to the 
same position or to an ‘‘equivalent position 
with equivalent benefits, pay, status, and 
other terms and conditions of employment.’’ 
Employees may get paid during that 12-week 
period by using any annual or sick leave that 
they have accrued. The leave provided by 
this bill would be available only within the 
12-week FMLA leave period. 

CBO estimates that implementing H.R. 626 
would cost $67 million in 2010 and a total of 
$938 million over the 2010–2014 period, subject 
to appropriation of the necessary funds. En-
acting H.R. 626 would not affect direct spend-
ing or receipts. 

The bill contains no intergovernmental or 
private-sector mandates as defined in the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA) and 
would not affect the budgets of state, local, 
or tribal governments. 

Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: The estimated budgetary impact of 
H.R. 626 is shown in the following table. The 
costs of this legislation would fall in all 
budget functions (except functions 900 and 
950). 

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars— 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2010– 
2014 

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION 
Estimated Authorization Level ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 69 215 219 221 224 947 
Estimated Outlays ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 67 209 218 221 223 938 

Basis of estimate: For this estimate, CBO 
assumes that H.R. 626 will be enacted by Oc-
tober 1, 2009, and that the necessary amounts 
for implementing it will be appropriated 
each year. Under the legislation, the new 
category of leave would become available six 
months after enactment (that is, around 
April 2010). As a result, the cost of the legis-
lation in 2010 reflects implementation for 
only half of the year. After 2010, CBO has in-
cluded in its estimate a 50 percent prob-
ability that OPM will use its authority to in-
crease the amount of paid leave available 
from four weeks to eight weeks. Costs in fu-
ture years are projected to grow with infla-
tion. 

CBO assumes that the potential users of 
the new leave would be primarily the rough-
ly 700,000 civilian employees who are between 
the ages of 20 and 44 and have been employed 
at least 12 months. (This figure excludes em-
ployees of the Postal Service because H.R. 
626 amends title 5 of the United States Code, 
which does not apply to them.) 

Estimating an adoption rate based on data 
from the Department of Health and Human 
Services and applying birth rate information 
for the relevant age cohorts from the Na-
tional Center on Health Statistics to the 
roughly 313,000 women eligible for the new 
leave yields about 17,800 women who might 
give birth or adopt in a given year. Based on 
average salary information from OPM, CBO 
estimates that four weeks of paid leave—the 
maximum amount guaranteed by the bill— 
for female employees would cost between 

$2,800 (for those in the youngest age cohort) 
and $5,400 (for those in the 40–44 age cohort). 
Assuming that nearly all of those women 
took the maximum amount of leave, CBO es-
timates the cost of the leave to be $77 mil-
lion this year (if it were available for the en-
tire 12–month period). 

Applying those same calculations to the 
390,000 men in the affected age groups, CBO 
estimates that roughly 24,000 men would be 
eligible for the four weeks of paid leave, at 
an average cost of between $3,100 and $6,000 
per male employee. Assuming that eligible 
men would take the leave at about one-half 
the rate of women, CBO estimates that men 
would use another $54 million worth of leave 
this year (if it were available for the entire 
12-month period), bringing the total to $130 
million. 

Since CBO assumes that the new leave 
would not be available until half-way 
through fiscal year 2010, there would be no 
costs for 2009 and the 2010 costs would rep-
resent only six months of the year, totaling 
$67 million. Beyond 2010, CBO assumes a full 
year of availability and has included a 50 
percent probability that OPM would increase 
the amount of paid leave available to em-
ployees. As a result, anticipated costs in-
crease to $209 million in 2011. (The 2011 costs 
would be about $140 billion if the benefit 
were kept at a maximum of four weeks.) 

The effects of this bill on the budget derive 
from the provision of a new form of paid 
leave. To the extent that such a new benefit 
enables people to take advantage of paid 

leave rather than taking leave without pay, 
the costs are clear. However, employees who 
would currently use annual or sick leave 
upon the birth, adoption, or fostering of a 
child may choose to use this new form of 
paid leave and save their accrued leave for a 
later date. CBO has no basis for estimating 
the magnitude of such substitution, but the 
deferral of annual and sick leave also rep-
resents a cost either in terms of increased 
availability of paid leave or cash payments 
upon separation. 

In addition, providing a more generous 
benefit to employees may enhance the fed-
eral government’s ability to retain employ-
ees after the birth or adoption of a child and 
thereby lower recruitment and training 
costs. CBO estimates that such potential 
savings are likely to be relatively small over 
the next five years. 

Intergovernmental and private-sector im-
pact: H.R. 626 contains no intergovernmental 
or private-sector mandates as defined in 
UMRA and would not affect the budgets of 
state, local, or tribal governments. 

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs: Barry 
Blom; Impact on State, Local, and Tribal 
Governments: Elizabeth Cove Delisle; Impact 
on the Private Sector: Paige Piper/Bach. 

Estimate approved by: Theresa Gullo, Dep-
uty Assistant Director for Budget Analysis. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to insert into the RECORD a 
newsletter with information provided 
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by the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, known as the NFIB. 
This letter provides information about 
strongly opposing this bill. 
NFIB: FMLA SHOULD NOT GRANT PAID LEAVE 

FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 
WASHINGTON, D.C., June 4, 2009—Susan 

Eckerly, senior vice president, public policy 
for the National Federation of Independent 
Business, the nation’s leading small business 
association, released the following state-
ment asking the U.S. House of Representa-
tives to defeat the Federal Employees Paid 
Parental Leave Act of 2009 (HR. 626). 

‘‘This legislation mandates an alarming 
expansion of the Family and Medical Leave 
Act from an unpaid leave program into one 
that would provide partial paid parental 
leave for federal employees. By carving out 
four of the 12 weeks of FMLA as paid paren-
tal leave, we are deeply concerned that H.R. 
626 sets a precedent for future discussions 
over expansion of FMLA. 

‘‘In addition to creating a new paid leave 
component of FMLA at a great cost to the 
taxpayers, the bill doesn’t require federal 
employees to first use accumulated vacation 
or sick leave before taking the paid parental 
leave. Again, this would set a bad precedent 
for the private sector. Currently, if an em-
ployee has accrued paid time off, an em-
ployer may require them to use some or all 
of their accrued paid time for some or all of 
the FMLA leave. 

‘‘Small businesses are struggling to sur-
vive in our tough economic times, and are 
very concerned that creating an expensive, 
new paid leave benefit for federal employees 
will eventually lead to new paid leave man-
dates on small business, something that’s 
neither practical nor affordable. We are 
strongly urging the House to defeat this 
bill.’’ 

Mr. SESSIONS. At this time, Madam 
Speaker, I would like to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. LEE). 

Mr. LEE of New York. I thank the 
gentleman from Texas for yielding. 

I rise to oppose the rule on the legis-
lation in consideration of H.R. 626. 
Having run a business, I understand 
how important it is to look out for 
workers and to be supportive, espe-
cially in these difficult economic 
times, when families are making tough 
choices with regard to how they spend 
their money and their time. 

I believe this debate should be fo-
cused on whether Washington should 
be granting additional fringe benefits 
to public sector employees in a period 
when private sector workers in hard- 
hit areas, like western New York where 
I come from, are struggling to hang on 
to their jobs. This is why I offered a 
simple amendment that said that legis-
lation would not take effect until the 
national unemployment rate is down to 
4 percent and no State has an unem-
ployment rate greater than 7 percent. 

I regret that the House will not have 
the opportunity to consider this 
amendment, because I think it provides 
a commonsense way to address the 
timing of this measure. Take an area of 
my district like Niagara County where 
tens of thousands of jobs are tied to the 
auto industry. The unemployment rate 
there is nearly 11 percent, a figure that 
was reported before General Motors 
and Chrysler began their restructuring, 

which we already know will lead to 
more job losses. 
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We also know that these workers who 
are able to hang on will have to accept 
significantly reduced compensation 
packages in order to stay employed. 

These are tough times, regardless of 
what industry you’re in. But think 
about these auto workers, the farmers, 
the retail workers who are being forced 
to do more with less just to keep their 
jobs and to keep their heads above 
water. Think about them when Wash-
ington turns around and proposes more 
generous fringe benefits for public sec-
tor employees. It sends the wrong mes-
sage at the wrong time, and it’s just 
another example of how Washington 
continues to find ways to spend money 
it doesn’t have. 

Again, I’m disappointed that the 
House will not have the opportunity to 
consider my amendment. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman from New 
York. 

Madam Speaker, I did engage in an 
agreement with the gentleman from 
California. The gentleman has given 
concurrence. We had another speaker 
from the Republican Party who would 
choose to speak, and so, going back on 
my word, but with agreement, the gen-
tleman is allowing me to extend 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. WOLF). 

Mr. WOLF. I think this will be better 
for Mr. ISSA too so I don’t get into his 
time, so I thank the chairman for let-
ting me do this. And I thank you. 

I rise in support of the bill, and I just 
wanted to give you some reasons. One, 
I supported the bill in the last session. 

Two, our military today currently 
gets 6 weeks of parental pay leave. And 
the first person killed in Afghanistan 
was from my district, a civilian along 
side of the military, and so for the FBI, 
the CIA, the DIA, the DEA, the ATF 
they deserve basically the same thing. 

Secondly, I was the ranking member 
on Children, Youth and Family years 
ago. And Dr. Brazelton, the leading 
child pediatrician, came in and pointed 
at the initial moment of birth—and I 
have five children and 13 grandchildren 
and soon to have two more—at the ini-
tial moment of birth, when the mother 
breathes on the baby, the bonding proc-
ess begins. It begins. Those early days, 
weeks are absolutely positively crit-
ical. And so, for me, on a family issue, 
and a family value issue, I think that’s 
really important. 

The last thing is I just want to re-
mind my colleagues that one of the 
leading people in this Congress, one of 
my heroes, two of the people that I 
looked up to more than anybody, one, 
Congressman Henry Hyde and former 
Congressman Dan Coats, who later 
went on to be a Senator, both sup-
ported parental leave. 

Let me read to you what Henry Hyde 
said. The words of Henry Hyde, during 
the debate on family leave, and it was 

not paid family leave, so there was a 
difference just as important. He re-
minded us that ‘‘the family supplies 
the moral glue that holds society to-
gether, and it is a central institution 
that stands between us and social dis-
integration.’’ 

And so, one, the military gets 6 
weeks. Two, that bonding process is 
when the baby comes out, you want the 
mother to be there. It is critically im-
portant. And, thirdly, one of the giants 
from the beginning of this Hall that 
ever served, Congressman Henry Hyde, 
led the effort and made the most pas-
sionate case on why family leave 
should have been passed years ago. 

And with that I rise in support of the 
bill and thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, not only for coming to the floor, 
but also the gentleman from California 
for allowing me to extend to an addi-
tional speaker. And I thank the gen-
tleman very much. 

Madam Speaker, we should have a 
different title to this bill. This bill 
should be the bill for what Congress 
needs to do to expend Federal benefits, 
benefits to Federal employees, while 
knowing that in April there were over 
611,000 private sector jobs that were 
lost. That should be the name of the 
bill. This is what this Congress is going 
to do to respond to some almost 3 mil-
lion jobs that have been lost, while this 
administration is in power. That’s 
what this bill really should be known 
for. 

This is the answer to 3 million job 
losses in the private sector. We’re 
going to extend benefits, further bene-
fits to the Federal Government. 

Hey, I understand that because the 
Federal Government employment has 
risen about 100,000, and with, you 
know, car companies and banks and ev-
erything else, no telling how many 
Federal employees that we’ll end up 
with at the end of this year. So maybe 
I was wrong. Maybe there is a strong 
demand out there for Federal Govern-
ment employees who want additional 
benefits. 

But we should remember that back 
home, where I’m from, and where a lot 
of people are from, 611,000 jobs dis-
appeared in the month of April. And 
this is the response from our Democrat 
majority and our President: let’s go 
spend more money, new benefits for 
Federal Government employees. 

I get it. I think you will too, Madam 
Speaker, when we hear from people 
back home. 

Madam Speaker, in closing I’d like to 
reiterate the horrible precedent that I 
think this legislation sets to those 
Americans who today that I just talked 
about, some 611,000 in April alone in 
the private sector who lost their jobs. 
Millions of Americans are jobless, and 
due to the out-of-control spending of 
this Democrat Congress, no analyst or 
White House official believes jobs will 
bounce back this year. None of them. 
Nobody. 
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As a matter of fact, the Democrat 

Party is on record and it’s going to get 
worse next year and we’re planning on 
it already. We already understand that. 
We ought to be saying that instead of 
extending benefits that it’s going to 
cost another billion dollars. 

Why are my friends on the other side 
afraid of risking more of the taxpayer 
dollars to provide Federal employees 
who already have the most job security 
and excellent benefits? Why are they 
afraid to back away and wait on this? 
Why are they pushing this? I wonder. 

I wonder really who is more impor-
tant and who they’re hearing from, be-
cause evidently it’s not people back 
home. Maybe it is the government 
workers that they’re listening to. 
Maybe government workers are more 
important to this party than people 
back home. Maybe that’s why this is 
happening. 

Look, Republicans are providing 
quality solutions. We think we under-
stand what the American people are 
going through. We understand what’s 
happening with the taxing, the bor-
rowing and the spending. Huge deficits 
and unemployment rates continue on 
and on and on. 

I oppose this bill, and I hope that the 
American people understand that the 
taxpayer was heard today on the floor 
of the House of Representatives. They 
were heard by the speakers of the Re-
publican Party who said we should not 
be extending benefits right now. We 
should not increase the spending and 
the cost of $1 billion over the next 5 
years. We should understand what real 
people are going through. 

I’m going to vote against this bill. 
I yield back my time. 
Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I’ve sat 

here and listened this evening to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) 
talk about how this is a terrible waste 
of dollars, and how the Republicans are 
saying that this is a terrible waste of 
money. 

But I’d wish to correct the gen-
tleman. Today this isn’t a partisan 
issue. In fact, I would predict that 
there are a number of his colleagues, 
the gentleman from Texas, on the Re-
publican side of the aisle, like Mr. 
WOLF, who understand what this is 
about. 

This is about America’s children, 
about children coming into this world 
and bonding with a mother and a fa-
ther and having the opportunity to do 
that in this hectic world that we live in 
today. It’s about foster parents that 
come in and do the right thing, taking 
care of abused and victimized children, 
and needing that time to do it right. 

It’s about adoptive parents who, 
when they reach out and bring into 
their home permanently children who 
have been victimized by society’s ills, 
having the opportunity to do it right 
so we can start healing those children. 

There are a number of Republicans 
on that side of the aisle that are going 
to do the right thing tonight. They’re 
going to vote for this rule, and they’re 

going to vote for this bill because it’s 
the right thing for America and build-
ing families. 

They call themselves the ‘‘Family 
Values Party.’’ Tonight they can prove 
it by coming in here and voting to do 
the right thing. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight I’d like to sub-
mit for the RECORD the statement of 
administration policy. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
The Administration supports the goal of 

H.R. 626, which would provide Federal em-
ployees with access to paid leave upon the 
birth, adoption, or fostering of a child. 

Being able to spend time at home with a 
new child is a critical part of building a 
strong family. The initial bonding between 
parents and their new child is essential to 
healthy child development and providing a 
firm foundation for the child’s success in 
life. Measures that support these relation-
ships strengthen our families, our commu-
nities, and our nation. The Federal govern-
ment should reflect its commitment to these 
core values by helping Federal employees to 
care for their families as well as serve the 
public. Providing paid parental leave has 
been successfully employed by a number of 
private-sector employers, and can help to 
make job opportunities accessible to more 
workers. 

The Administration is currently reviewing 
existing Federal leave policies to determine 
the extent of their gaps and limitations. The 
Administration looks forward to working 
with Congress to refine the details of this 
legislation to make sure it meets the needs 
of Federal agencies and employees, as well as 
their families. 

You know, the gentleman from Texas 
talks about how much money this gov-
ernment has wasted. He’s right, there’s 
a lot of money that gets wasted. 

But over the last 8 years, as our 
country was being absolutely raped by 
those defense contractors in the Middle 
East with no accountability, where was 
the gentleman to stand up against 
that? 

No, ladies and gentlemen, he’s not 
willing to stand up against that, or 
wasn’t during the last 8 years. But to-
night he will criticize us spending a few 
dollars to get it right for our families 
in America. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is 
that while most parents wish to stay 
home with their new child, they just 
can’t afford to take unpaid leave, 
which directly affects that child’s well- 
being. 

We can start with having the Federal 
Government lead by example to set the 
stage for making changes across the 
table. To paraphrase Mahatma Gandhi, 
we must be the change we wish to see 
in this world. I believe that couldn’t be 
more true. 

I ask the Members of both sides of 
the aisle to support the parents of 
America, to support the children of 
America, and be the change that we 
wish for our world. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this rule and 
on the previous question. 

I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES PAID 
PARENTAL LEAVE ACT OF 2009 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 501 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 626. 

b 1743 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 626) to 
provide that 4 of the 12 weeks of paren-
tal leave made available to a Federal 
employee shall be paid leave, and for 
other purposes, with Ms. DEGETTE in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts 

(Mr. LYNCH) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ISSA) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Chairman, today I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 626, the Federal 
Employees Paid Parental Leave Act of 
2009, which was introduced by our col-
league, Congresswoman CAROLYN 
MALONEY, on January 22, 2009. 

As chairman of the subcommittee on 
the Federal Workforce, Postal Service 
and District of Columbia, I’m proud to 
serve as an original cosponsor of this 
bill, along with 55 other Members of 
Congress. 

H.R. 626 takes an important step to-
ward improving the Federal Govern-
ment’s ability to recruit and retain a 
highly qualified workforce by pro-
viding paid parental leave to Federal 
and Congressional employees for the 
birth, adoption or placement of a child 
for foster care, which is a benefit that 
is extended to many in the private sec-
tor as well as to all government em-
ployees in other industrialized coun-
tries. 
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In considering H.R. 626, the Sub-
committee on the Federal Workforce, 
Postal Service and the District of Co-
lumbia marked up the bill on March 25, 
2009, and favorably recommended the 
measure to the full Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 
The full committee then held markup 
on H.R. 626 on May 6, 2009, and ordered 
the bill to be reported to the floor by a 
voice vote. 

The bill being considered today will 
allow all Federal and congressional 
employees to receive 4 weeks of paid 
leave taken under the Family Medical 
Leave Act, also called the FMLA, for 
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the birth, adoption or placement of a 
foster child. 

As many of my colleagues are aware, 
the current FMLA statute provides 
workers up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave 
for the birth, adoption or placement of 
a foster child with an employee. 
Madam Chairman, the bill before us 
does nothing more than permit those 
Federal employees, first, to receive 
paid leave for 4 weeks out of the 12 
weeks to which they already have ac-
cess and if the leave is connected to the 
birth, adoption or placement of a foster 
child; and secondly, provides employ-
ees the option to use accrued sick or 
annual leave, if available, for the re-
maining 8 weeks. 

Let us be clear. The bill currently 
being considered does not provide Fed-
eral workers any additional time or ex-
pand beyond the 12 weeks already given 
under current law. 

The bill before us has also been 
strengthened by granting the director 
of the Office of Personnel Management 
the authority to increase paid parental 
leave from 4 weeks to 8 weeks after 
considering a thorough cost and benefit 
analysis. 

Parental leave is a pertinent concern 
around the world, and unfortunately, 
America is lagging behind in offering 
paid leave for parents. The govern-
ments of 168 countries offer guaranteed 
paid leave to their female employees in 
connection with childbirth. Ninety- 
eight of these countries offer 14 or 
more weeks paid leave. Currently, the 
Federal Government, as an employer, 
guarantees zero paid leave for parents 
in any segment of the workforce. How-
ever, H.R. 626, once enacted, will, in 
fact, change that. 

While the 12 weeks of unpaid leave, 
as authorized by the Family Medical 
Leave Act of 1993, has helped millions 
of families during some of the most 
precious moments or, in some cases, 
the most challenging times of their 
lives, most Federal employees cannot 
afford to take unpaid leave. This often 
forces these employees to choose be-
tween spending more time with their 
newborn child or maintaining an in-
come to support their families, which 
is a difficult decision that Federal 
workers will hopefully not have to 
make after the passage of this Federal 
Employees Paid Parental Leave Act. 

The United States of America, and in 
particular, the Federal Government, is 
supposed to be a world leader in this 
area. Yet, for years, we have been fol-
lowers. I’m sure you will agree with me 
when I say that it is high time for us to 
catch up with the rest of world and 
provide our dedicated employees with 
paid parental leave of this limited 
time. 

Providing Federal employees with 
paid parental leave will increase work-
er morale and improve productivity by 
creating a more family friendly envi-
ronment for Federal employees. Fur-
ther, providing 20 days, or 4 work 
weeks, of paid leave to our dedicated 
Federal employees should not be de-

scribed as an overgenerous or excessive 
fringe benefit, but rather, as a nec-
essary benefit to help strengthen 
American families and promote the 
healthy development of our children. 

We also need to recognize that the 
Federal Government is the largest em-
ployer in the United States, and its 
policies in this area do set a tone for 
the country. No employee should have 
to choose between caring for a newborn 
child or their paycheck. This is espe-
cially true during an economic down-
turn. 

Therefore, Madam Chairman, I’d like 
to once again reiterate my support for 
H.R. 626, the Federal Employee Paid 
Parental Leave Act of 2009, and I urge 
my colleagues to join me in voting in 
favor of this measure. 

I reserve the balance of our time. 
Mr. ISSA. Madam Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Madam Chairman, H.R. 626 sends the 

wrong message at the wrong time to 
working American taxpayers and fami-
lies that are struggling in difficult 
times. Our economy is in crisis, and 
deficits are already soaring. 

Excess government spending created 
record deficits that have continued to 
rise for years, in good times and bad, 
meaning government already spends 
too much of the taxpayers’ money and 
has been running deficits before, and 
now during, the Obama administration. 

But more than that, jobs are being 
lost. In the time since the last time 
this bill was considered and not passed 
into law, 4.3 million Americans have 
lost their jobs, while 36,000 net new 
Federal jobs have been created. My 
voters, my taxpayers, my constituents 
are suffering. So are yours, Madam 
Chairman. So are the people on the 
other side. But in fact, there’s no suf-
fering in Washington. 

We have some of the lowest unem-
ployment. We have a growing quality 
of life, and even home prices are not 
falling very much here. It’s not a sur-
prise why. Salaries are not falling here. 
Those of us who will speak here today 
are making nearly $170,000 a year, and 
many of our staff, a great many of our 
staff, make over $100,000 a year, as do a 
great many of the Federal workforce. 

This bill does not have one provision 
to say if you make $170,000 a year, why 
do we have to give you this benefit, be-
cause you have to choose between feed-
ing your children and being with your 
children? Certainly not. There are no 
protections against, in fact, those who 
do not need this special benefit getting 
it. There are no safeguards at all. As a 
matter of fact, this bill envisions the $1 
billion over 5 years or more than $2 bil-
lion over 10 years swelling to $4 billion 
over 10 years or more because, in fact, 
they believe it should be 8 weeks of 
special leave. 

Now, in the Rules Committee, I was 
told I just didn’t understand, that Ger-
many gives a year when you have a 
child. You know, the amazing thing is 
Germany and France and many of 
these countries are now going the op-

posite direction because they recognize 
that they were losing competitiveness 
and that these generous benefits, al-
though good to have, were 
unsustainable, and they’re particularly 
unsustainable when the only people 
that can afford it are those of us who 
live off the taxpayers’—I’d like to say 
generosity, but in fact, it’s not gen-
erosity. This money is taken involun-
tary and spent at the whims of Con-
gress. 

Madam Chairman, Federal employees 
enjoy one of the highest levels of job 
security, without a doubt, anywhere in 
the United States. I would venture to 
say many of them the highest. More 
importantly, in good times and bad, 
they keep their jobs. 

Even if you look at the protections 
against being arbitrarily let go or hired 
at will, that’s not even the point. The 
point is, in a bad time, when tens of 
thousands of auto workers are being 
laid off, when 40,000 employees of 
Chrysler dealerships have just gotten 
from this administration a 26-day pink 
notice to go because their franchise has 
been taken arbitrarily, at that time we 
have grown the Federal Government by 
36,000, and we’re looking at a new ben-
efit that could easily cost $4 billion 
over the next 10 years. 

Now, this bill was scored at nearly $1 
billion over 5 years, but of course, 
that’s only if it remains at 4 weeks. 
And let’s talk about those 4 weeks. 
This bill is not 4 weeks. This is 12 
weeks. 

Most Federal workers when they re-
tire have a significant amount of, even 
when they leave in general, accrued 
sick leave, and you might ask why. 
Well, because the typical sick leave for 
Federal workers is 13 days a year. 
That’s nearly 3 weeks a year you get to 
be sick, depending upon your seniority, 
20 to 26 days a year of vacation. So 
you’re looking at 5 weeks of vacation. 
On top of that you’re looking at nearly 
3 weeks of sick leave, and we’re being 
told by the majority that they can’t 
make those tradeoffs to use some of 
that when a child is born. 

It’s a joyous occasion when a child is 
born. It’s an important occasion when 
a child is adopted. It’s sometimes a 
critical time when a foster child, bat-
tered, beaten, or simply unloved, is 
brought into the home. The minority 
has no question at all about the impor-
tance of this. It’s been a long time 
since 1993. This is well-established to 
be something in which people make the 
sacrifices without sacrificing their 
jobs, and we certainly have no objec-
tion to the current practice which is 
common throughout the Federal work-
force to allow employees to take some 
or all of their sick leave. 

As a matter of fact, an amendment 
which has been ruled in order, will be 
considered tonight, calls for employ-
ees, Federal employees to be not only 
able to use all of their accrued sick 
leave, but to borrow against future 
sick leave. So, if they want to take the 
whole 12 weeks and every single day re-
ceive a full paycheck, we’re willing to 
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meet the majority more than halfway. 
We’re willing to make the kind of com-
promise the American people would 
like us to make with the majority. It 
doesn’t mean that this is the ideal so-
lution. There are safeguards that are 
not in this legislation that we would 
like to see, and we will work with the 
Senate to see if we can’t get that, but 
in fact, we offer an amendment that 
would at least cause there to be no net 
new cost to the American people. 

And I know that the majority will 
come back and say this is PAYGO neu-
tral. Well, PAYGO is a wonderful term 
but let’s understand. If you create ad-
ditional days the Federal workforce 
will be off, you can only have one of 
two choices. Either their labor wasn’t 
needed and, as a result, doesn’t need to 
be replaced, or their labor was needed 
and will be replaced. Replacement 
costs money. That ultimately will lead 
to a higher cost. 

I believe CBO’s scoring of approxi-
mately $1 billion over 5 years is, in 
fact, low, but I’m not going to argue 
with it. We accept theirs because they 
are, in fact, a neutral arbiter of these 
differences about what something costs 
or is worth. 

So here the Republicans are going to 
offer to support codifying what many 
agencies are already doing in the Fed-
eral Government, but not without the 
American people understanding that if 
we add a new additional off-time ben-
efit of 4 or 8 additional weeks, on top of 
the 5 weeks and nearly 3 weeks that 
are already granted to most Federal 
employees, I think that the American 
people, rightfully so, will send us pack-
ing. They will send us packing because 
we would be so out of touch, so incon-
sistent with what the small mom-and- 
pop and the not-so-small companies in 
America are experiencing. 

Earlier, Madam Speaker, I said that 
4,353,000 net jobs have been lost since 
the last time this bill was considered. 
That’s not the true story. The true 
story is reflected in the State tax reve-
nues and now in the Federal tax reve-
nues, where we realize it’s not just 
those who lost their jobs; it’s those 
who lost a great percentage of the 
earnings they were making on their 
job. Overtime is gone, and in fact, prof-
its, profit-sharing and additional com-
missions are generally gone. As a re-
sult, people aren’t just out of work, but 
people who were still technically fully 
employed may be making less than half 
of what they were making just a year 
or two ago. 

So, Madam Chairman, we on this side 
of the aisle will oppose the bill in its 
current form but not without offering 
viable alternatives, reasonable alter-
natives, some ruled, some not ruled, so 
that we can make this at least a bill 
that America can understand why we 
would consider doing it at a time in 
which so many Americans are suf-
fering. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chairman, I just 
want to address a single point that’s 

been made by a number of the speakers 
on the other side who I have great re-
spect for, the gentleman from Texas 
earlier and now the gentleman from 
California. 

There is a drumbeat of justification 
that seems to be grounded in the fact 
that the economy is not in good shape 
right now, and that’s a fact in my 
State, in my district, as well as all 
across America. But before we accept 
the argument that this is why it’s 
being opposed, this bill is being op-
posed at this time, I just want to give 
a little brief history. 

This bill has been presented for 15 
years. This bill has been presented for 
15 years before this body. In 2008, when 
a majority of the Republicans opposed 
this important benefit, the unemploy-
ment then was 5.6 percent, pretty good. 

b 1800 

During the 109th Congress when the 
Republicans refused to bring this bill 
to the floor, the unemployment rate 
was never higher than 5.4 percent. Dur-
ing the 108th Congress when the Repub-
licans again refused to bring this legis-
lation to the floor, the unemployment 
rate ranged between 5.4 and 6 percent, 
relatively low. 

During the 107th Congress when the 
Republicans refused to bring this legis-
lation to the floor again, the unem-
ployment rate never rose above 6 per-
cent, and was below 4.5 percent for 
most of the year. During the 106th Con-
gress when the Republicans again re-
fused to bring this legislation to the 
floor, the unemployment rate never 
rose above 4.4 percent. 

So there’s a whole history here of my 
esteemed colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle opposing this bill, during 
good times and average times, and now 
in lousy times. But that is not the un-
derlying reason that they’re opposing 
the bill. The evidence does not support 
that. 

At this time, I’d like to yield 3 min-
utes to the lead sponsor of this bill, 
who has been there for the entire 15 
years fighting for this measure, our 
chairwoman from the 14th District, the 
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding and for his leader-
ship in moving this bill to the floor and 
so many other areas in this Congress. 
And I’d like to thank all of my col-
leagues that have supported this on 
both sides of the aisle in its over-
whelming passage in the past Congress, 
and of course today, especially Major-
ity Leader STENY HOYER who, with me, 
introduced this bill 15 years ago. And 
Chairman TOWNS, who has led our com-
mittee so well, and Ranking Member 
WOLF, DAVIS, LYNCH, and former Con-
gressman Tom Davis for all of their 
leadership on this issue. 

We are here today to show that this 
Congress doesn’t just talk about family 
values; it values families. This bill, 
H.R. 626, that grants 4 weeks of paid 
leave for the birth or fostering or adop-

tion of a child is the first bill to pass 
balancing work and family since 1993. 

In 1993, we passed the landmark Fam-
ily Medical Leave Act that provided 12 
weeks of unpaid leave, which allowed 
women to have children and not lose 
their jobs. And this is very important 
since most women have to work. Many 
are single heads of household, but it 
takes two family incomes to make ends 
meet. This bill builds on those 12 weeks 
by providing 4 weeks of paid leave. 

Many on the other side of the aisle 
have said that this economy is in reces-
sion and we should not be doing this. 
But I’d like to point out, in addition to 
the points that Mr. LYNCH made ear-
lier, that they have been opposed to it 
in good times, bad times. They’re just 
opposed to it. 

But paid leave ensures that the birth 
of a child does not further destabilize 
families who are struggling to make 
ends meet during these troubled times. 
During this recession, working families 
need all the help they can get. 11.6 mil-
lion Americans are unemployed today, 
which means that every paycheck 
counts more than ever. 

Millions of dual-earner couples were 
struggling to stay afloat on two in-
comes before the economic crisis, and 
massive job losses mean that many of 
those families are now scrambling to 
pay the bills on just one income. 

Without paid leave, the birth of a 
child means that many working fami-
lies are left with no income at all. By 
extending benefits to Federal workers, 
we can diminish the risk of real eco-
nomic hardship for the 1.8 million em-
ployees of America’s largest employer, 
the Federal Government. 

A new parent spends an average of 
$11,000 in additional spending in the 
first 2 years of a child’s life, according 
to a study by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. By ensuring that family 
incomes remain steady while a parent 
is at home taking care of a new child, 
paid leave ensures that new parents’ 
consumption remains steady, too. This 
consumption drives economic growth, 
which is precisely what our economy 
needs to recover. 

In a downturn, workers who take pa-
rental leave without pay are at risk of 
serious financial hardship. Those work-
ers may qualify for Federal or State 
benefits such as TANF or SNAP, which 
places an additional burden on our sys-
tems that are already strained by bal-
looning caseloads. 

I have a great deal more to say on 
this issue, and I will place in the 
RECORD the remainder of my com-
ments. 

We need common-sense reforms like this, 
that reflect the way families live now. Many 
workers today, including Federal employees, 
simply cannot afford to go without a paycheck 
for any length of time. 

Most families rely on two incomes to get by, 
and having one parent stay at home may not 
be an option. Without paid leave, the birth of 
a child can leave them with no income at all. 

The U.S. should be a leader in family friend-
ly workplace policies, but unfortunately we are 
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falling behind. 168 countries guarantee some 
form of paid leave. The United States, along 
with Lesotho, Swaziland, and Papua New 
Guinea, does not. 

Federal employees are noticing the lack of 
family friendly work policies in the Federal 
Government. 

The Office of Personnel Management’s Fed-
eral Human Capital Survey for 2008 indicates 
that issues of work-life balance are becoming 
a major concern for more and more Federal 
employees, because outdated leave policies 
are not addressing their needs. 

At the same time, they report less support 
from their supervisors on this issue than at 
any time in the past. Statistics like these are 
clear evidence that this bill is overdue. 

Our Armed Forces are to be commended 
for taking the lead on this issue. They already 
provide their new mothers with paid leave for 
the birth of a child. 

My colleague Congressman STARK has in-
troduced legislation which would provide paid 
parental leave to employees in the private 
sector. 

It is time for us to bring the Federal Govern-
ment up to speed. 

Opponents of this bill say it will cost too 
much, but H.R. 626 is PAYGO neutral, and 
according to CBO ‘‘enacting H.R. 626 would 
not affect direct spending or receipts.’’ 

Let me be clear: There are no PAYGO im-
plications for this bill. This is not to say that 
implementing paid parental leave is free of 
cost. 

CBO says that providing 4 weeks of paid 
leave provided for in this bill would total $140 
million starting in 2011, which would increase 
to $209 million if and only if the Office of Per-
sonnel Management chooses to increase the 
amount of paid leave to 8 weeks. 

What this number represents is the value of 
the salaries of the 17,800 female and 12,000 
male federal employees that the CBO as-
sumes will take 4 weeks of paid parental leave 
in the bill’s first year of implementation. 

In other words, it is what agencies currently 
save when those employees go without pay 
under the current system. 

Not reflected in the CBO score is the money 
we can save by providing paid parental leave. 

Over the next few years, providing paid pa-
rental leave will increase employee morale 
and productivity while reducing turnover costs. 

It can also help boost the economy in gen-
eral. New parents spend an average of 
$11,000 in added expenses in the year a child 
is born. By insuring that new families’ incomes 
stay steady, paid leave insures that their con-
sumption remains steady too, and this is ex-
actly what our economy needs to recover. 

Critics of this bill have said that it sends the 
‘‘wrong message at the wrong time’’ to fami-
lies and taxpayers. 

That is not the message I hear. 
Passing H.R. 626 today would send a 

strong message to hardworking families 
across the country that healthy and happy 
families are central to the well-being of this 
country, and that we never want a parent to 
have to make the terrible choice between get-
ting a paycheck and caring for their new baby. 

I urge my colleagues to support working 
families and to vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 626. 

Mr. ISSA. At this time, I’d like to 
yield 3 minutes to a ranking sub-
committee member and somebody who 
has worked very hard on trying to 

make this bill better, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. JORDAN). 

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding and for his 
work on this issue and many others in 
the Congress. 

Madam Chair, on Monday, June 1, 
2009, in Ontario, Ohio, in our district, 
1,200 General Motors employees found 
out that they’re losing their job. The 
Obama task force said in 12 months 
from now 1,200 families will face the 
consequences of unemployment. Yet, 
here we are today, ready to pass a new 
billion-dollar entitlement for Federal 
workers at a time when our economy is 
in turmoil and millions of Americans 
are struggling with joblessness. 

It is unconscionable that this Con-
gress heap even more spending onto the 
backs of American families and busi-
nesses. At a time when taxpayers al-
ready have to tighten their belts, we 
are now asking them for an additional 
$1 billion. And worse, the spending is 
unnecessary. 

Federal employees are already enti-
tled to 12 weeks of unpaid leave during 
any 12-month period because of a birth, 
adoption, or the taking in of a foster 
child. In many cases, Federal workers 
can use accrued sick leave and annual 
vacation leave. In fact, if you have 
been a Federal employee for just 3 
years, you already have 4 weeks of an-
nual leave and 21⁄2 weeks of sick leave 
each and every year. 

With this new benefit for the Federal 
Government, we are also putting small 
businesses at a disadvantage. Think 
about this. Only 57 percent of the pri-
vate sector offer any independently de-
fined sick leave. Now they will have to 
compete for workers against this ex-
panded benefit for government work-
ers. This moves us exactly in the wrong 
direction. 

We need to incentivize the growth 
and renewal of a vibrant private sector, 
yet instead we are subsidizing an ever 
expanding Federal Government that 
will crowd out the private sector and, I 
think, frankly, stifle innovation and 
entrepreneurialship. 

The American people are watching 
us. In these difficult economic times, 
they expect their government to do ex-
actly what they have done, cut the 
waste and tighten our belts. That is the 
message I have heard all across our dis-
trict. It’s what I’ve heard from families 
experiencing unemployment and small 
businesses that have had to shut their 
doors. Instead, this Congress continues 
to spend and spend and spend. 

Rather than taking steps to improve 
the economy to create jobs for the 14 
million unemployed Americans, we are 
giving a better deal to the 2.7 million 
people who are already employed in the 
Federal sector. This is the wrong mes-
sage to send, and I encourage my col-
leagues to vote against this legislation. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, I yield 3 
minutes to the full chairman of our 
committee, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. TOWNS). 

Mr. TOWNS. I would like to thank 
the Federal Workforce Subcommittee 

chairman, Mr. LYNCH, for the out-
standing job that he has done. I’d like 
to thank Chairwoman MALONEY for her 
leadership on this issue. I would like to 
thank the majority leader, STENY 
HOYER, for his work on it, and I’d also 
like to thank Congressman CONNOLLY 
for his work as well. 

The gentlewoman from New York has 
worked tirelessly to make the Federal 
Government an environment that is 
supportive of working mothers and fa-
thers. I want to thank her for her ef-
forts and, may I add, a job well done. 

We need to recognize that the Fed-
eral Government is the largest em-
ployer in the United States and that 
its policies should set a tone for the 
country. H.R. 626 provides Federal em-
ployees with 4 weeks of paid parental 
leave for the simple reason that no em-
ployee should have to choose between 
caring for a new child or their pay-
check. 

By providing 4 weeks of paid parental 
leave, H.R. 626 makes a strategic in-
vestment in the Federal workforce. 
This bill will help the government re-
cruit and retain young, talented em-
ployees. As the Federal Government 
prepares for a wave of upcoming retire-
ments, we need to attract this segment 
of the population to help us take on 
some of the challenges facing this 
country. 

This bill also provides potential cost 
savings to the American people. The 
taxpayers directly benefit when the 
government retains existing employees 
rather than having to hire, retrain, 
hire, retrain. That is expensive. 

Let me also add, the country is bet-
ter served by an experienced and pro-
ductive Federal worker that is able to 
adequately provide for the health and 
well-being of their newborn or newly 
adopted child. The long-term societal 
benefits of promoting healthy families 
and early child development are enor-
mous. 

We in the Federal Government have a 
unique obligation to set an example for 
the rest of the Nation, both in values 
that we promote and in the way we re-
sponsibly manage taxpayer-funded pro-
grams. This bill accomplishes both 
goals. It benefits children and families 
and will enable us to recruit and retain 
top-notch Federal employees whose 
work benefits the entire Nation. 

For all these reasons, I urge all the 
Members to support this family-friend-
ly legislation that says to the world we 
care about our children. 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. SOUDER). 

Mr. SOUDER. I thank my friend and 
our ranking minority member, Mr. 
ISSA, for yielding the time and for his 
leadership here. 

In an earlier life of mine, when I was 
with the Select Children Family Com-
mittee back in the eighties, my then 
boss—I was a Republican staff direc-
tor—my then boss, Dan Coats, was one 
of the Republicans who supported the 
Family Medical Leave Bill, which I 
didn’t agree with. 
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But I remember when he told me I 

could sit in all the meetings and we 
worked with how that law was going to 
be drafted. People said, Oh, it’ll never 
be paid. This is just to cover people for 
unpaid. You’re just a paranoid conserv-
ative because you keep talking about 
this becoming paid. 

We watched this move into the gov-
ernment arena, and all of us under-
stand the tensions here. My daughter 
just had our second grandchild. She’s a 
schoolteacher. The struggle was how 
was she going to deal with the time she 
was going to take off. Was it going to 
be paid? Was it during a school year? 
What do you do when you have— 
Grant’s 2 and Reagan, which won’t 
shock anybody that my daughter 
picked the name Reagan. She has two 
little kids. How do you do this? What’s 
fair? My oldest son, Nathan, and his 
wife both work in the government. 
They would love to have paid medical 
leave. 

But there’s some problems here. 
Quite frankly, one of the most con-
troversial problems is what to do with 
the husband and should he be able to 
get time off when a baby is born. For-
get all the medical questions. What do 
we do with air traffic controllers? What 
do we do with DEA agents who may be 
working in the final bust on a drug 
case? What about Homeland Security, 
where they’ve been working 2 years on 
the case, the wife has a baby. Can they 
take sudden leave as this case is going 
to trial? 

There are very complicated funda-
mental questions in the challenge of 
how this would practically work. 

The second challenge is, in case peo-
ple haven’t heard, we’ve been printing 
a lot of money or obligating a lot of fu-
ture debt, and the question is: Is this 
the time that the Federal Government 
should be doing something that is, 
quite frankly, generous, would help 
many families, but do we really have 
the money to do this at this time? 

I represent the number one manufac-
turing district in the United States, 
both in jobs and percent of jobs, at 
least if you counted before the reces-
sion started. I imagine I still may be 
there. 

My best county, where Fort Wayne 
is, the biggest city of around 260,000, 
has a 9.5 percent unemployment rate. 
Whitley County has 11.6; Kosciusko, 
12.2; DeKalb, 13.4; Noble County, 16.6, 
Steuben County, 15.1; LaGrange Coun-
ty, 17.7; Elkhart County, 17.8, where 
the President went in for the first 
stimulus package. 

Now I’m supposed to go back to my 
district and say that government em-
ployees are going to get paid parental 
leave when they’re looking at how they 
get unemployment and how they ever 
get a job. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. ISSA. I would yield an additional 
1 minute to the gentleman. 

Mr. SOUDER. That generosity and 
kindness to families is important, but 

we also have to balance is this going to 
be mandated on the private sector, is 
this really workable. Have we thought 
through the particulars in the Federal 
sector? Do we have the money to do 
this? Lastly, is this the time, while 
millions of people are laid off, where 
others don’t know how they’re even 
going to pay their house payments, 
how they’re going to pay their health 
care, to say, but we in the Federal Gov-
ernment are going to be generous with 
our employees and give them paid pa-
rental leave and family medical leave 
with their tax money? 

b 1815 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to one of our newest 
but most energetic and dynamic mem-
bers of the subcommittee (Mr. 
CONNOLLY) from the 11th District of 
Virginia. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. I thank 
the distinguished subcommittee chair-
man, and I also thank, Madam Chair-
man, the distinguished chairman of the 
committee and Mrs. MALONEY from 
New York for her leadership on this 
very important issue. 

Madam Chairman, I thought we had 
finally identified an issue where we 
could count on the support of the mi-
nority party. After enduring decades of 
sanctimonious speeches about family 
values, here we are, poised to take ac-
tion. H.R. 626, the Paid Parental Leave 
Act, would allow federally employed 
mothers and fathers to spend time with 
their newborn children without sacri-
ficing their income. Surprisingly, the 
minority party objects to such a no-
tion. 

In the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, of which I am a 
member, the minority actually pro-
posed during markup to prohibit paid 
parental leave being used for foster 
children. I can’t even speculate about 
what the origin of that antipathy to-
ward foster children might be; but I am 
reminded of a speech in this Chamber, 
Madam Chairman, made not so long 
ago by former Republican Majority 
Leader Tom DeLay. He spoke passion-
ately about the plight of foster chil-
dren and implored Congress to ‘‘listen 
to the stories of these children and the 
stories they tell. Study the broken sys-
tem we’ve created for them, and help 
them. For God’s sake, help them.’’ 

Madam Chairman, H.R. 626 will not 
solve all or even most problems with 
the foster care system, but it will allow 
more Federal employees to spend more 
time with very young foster children. 
We have a wealth of data that dem-
onstrates that this parent-child inter-
action is essential for the cognitive and 
emotional development of these chil-
dren. Yet the minority party intro-
duced amendments in the committee 
that would actually punish foster chil-
dren. 

Now, here on this floor, the minority 
party endeavors to gut this legislation 
and to prevent mothers and fathers 
from spending time with their very 

young children. This bill is what real 
family values are all about. I ask my 
colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SCHOCK). 

Mr. SCHOCK. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today in opposition to H.R. 626. 

You know, ladies and gentlemen, 
what we do here in the United States 
House and in the United States Con-
gress—the standards that we set and 
the expectations that we have in terms 
of benefits—really sets a precedent not 
only for the people whom we employ in 
the Federal Government but also for 
whom small businesses and large busi-
nesses around our country employ. 

Like everyone else, I enjoy Federal 
benefits. My employees here with me 
enjoy our great benefits plan. Unfortu-
nately, back home in central Illinois, 
many individuals there are not em-
ployed by the Federal Government. By 
and large, they’re employed by the pri-
vate sector. Unfortunately for them, 
this is a time when they’re not looking 
to expand their benefit programs, when 
they’re not going to their employers 
and asking for more. They’re thankful 
for the paychecks they’ve got. 

It seems to me a little disingenuous 
by those in support of this legislation 
that, at a time when we’re talking 
about stimulating the economy and at 
a time when we’re talking about feel-
ing the pain of the American people, we 
know the truth—that our constituents 
are having to do the opposite. They’re 
having to cut back. They’re having to 
do with less. This bill and this measure 
seek to do the opposite. 

Expanding 4 weeks of paid parental 
leave will not only add a cost to the 
Federal Government by the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s own figures of $1 
billion over the next 5 years, but it will 
undoubtedly set a precedent for the 
private sector. Unfortunately, for the 
private sector, they cannot print the 
money or tax the American people to 
pay for their benefits. 

The unemployment rate in my State 
of Illinois was just over 9 percent as of 
April. This includes over 24,000 jobs 
that were lost by my hometown em-
ployer, Caterpillar. When I go back 
there this weekend, I will have to tell 
those individuals who are now unem-
ployed, not only do they not have jobs, 
but my colleagues in this body decided 
that our employees, who have not felt 
the economic impact of a downturn, 
are not only getting to keep their jobs, 
but they will also have added benefits 
at their expense as taxpayers. 

I don’t know how we can honestly 
vote for more benefits, for more pay, 
and for more cost to the Federal budg-
et at the expense of taxpayers and of 
those people who are cutting back and 
losing their jobs. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California’s Sixth District (Ms. 
WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Chairman, 
America should be a world leader in 
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helping parents balance their work and 
family responsibilities. 

As the chairwoman of the House Sub-
committee on Workforce Protections, I 
find it totally unacceptable that the 
country I live in—the United States of 
America—is one of only four countries 
not providing paid leave to new moth-
ers and fathers. Today in the United 
States, 51 percent of new parents don’t 
have paid leave. So, as a result, some 
take unpaid leave if they can afford it; 
some quit; and some are fired for tak-
ing too much time off. 

That’s why I strongly support H.R. 
626, so we can ensure that Federal em-
ployees won’t be forced to choose be-
tween their paychecks and their fami-
lies at one of the most important times 
of their lives—the birth or the adoption 
of a child. Investing in our working 
families is the best way to strengthen 
our workforce. It is the best way to 
stimulate our economy, and it is the 
best way to strengthen our country. 

So I ask my colleagues to join me in 
voting for this important legislation 
authored by Congresswoman MALONEY. 
Support working families. Don’t force 
them to choose between putting food 
on the table and having dinner with 
their children and getting to bond with 
their new babies. Vote for this legisla-
tion because the United States of 
America needs to stand proud among 
other countries in this world. 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, I trust the 
gentlewoman from California was only 
misunderstood or had misspoken when 
she said someone would lose his job for 
taking parental leave. That would be a 
crime under the 1993 act. 

I would yield to the gentlewoman to 
correct that. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Right. I said: for tak-
ing too much time off beyond the fam-
ily medical leave. 

Mr. ISSA. Beyond the 12 weeks? 
Ms. WOOLSEY. Yes. 
Mr. ISSA. I thank the gentlewoman. 
Madam Chairman, I would now like 

to yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to 
this legislation. It offers a new $1 bil-
lion benefit to Federal workers. I have 
no doubt that the Federal workers de-
serve this benefit, but to non-Federal 
workers, they don’t deserve having 
their paychecks docked $1 billion to 
pay for it. That’s what we’re talking 
about. That’s if the non-Federal Gov-
ernment workers are fortunate enough 
to still have their jobs in this troubled 
economy. Again, it’s a great benefit. I 
wish every new parent could have that. 
I want to create a more prosperous 
economy in America so that every 
American could enjoy it, but this is ab-
solutely nothing more than a wealth 
transfer of $1 billion from non-Federal 
Government workers to Federal work-
ers. It is just patently unfair. 

Why would you want to dock the pay 
of everybody else in this troubled econ-
omy to pay for this? 

Already, if you look at the benefits 
that Federal Government employees 
receive—and listen, there are great 
Federal employees, and I want to keep 
them, and many of them are incredibly 
dedicated public servants. Yet look at 
the annual leave of the Federal Gov-
ernment versus the annual leave, on 
average, in the private sector. Federal 
workers are already receiving a better 
deal. 

Look at the annual sick leave of the 
Federal Government compared to the 
average sick leave in the private sec-
tor. The Federal Government worker is 
already receiving a better deal. 

Look at the family medical leave. 
You can see that Federal Government 
workers already receive, on average, a 
better deal than those in the private 
sector. 

So, again, on average, when they’re 
enjoying greater benefits and when 
they’re enjoying greater job security, 
what a slap in the face to every worker 
in America who doesn’t receive a gov-
ernment paycheck to see that, all of a 
sudden, they’re going to have to pay 
for a new benefit for Federal workers. 

This is on top of the fact that, today, 
the Federal Government is already 
having to borrow, Madam Chair, as you 
well know, 46 cents on the dollar. We 
are awash in red ink. Already, this 
body, under Democratic control, passed 
a budget that will triple the national 
debt in 10 years, costing taxpayers 
$148,926 per household. It will triple the 
national debt in the next 10 years. We 
are about to see more debt placed on 
this Nation, more debt in the next 10 
years than in the previous 220. 

You know, Madam Chair, there was a 
time in America’s history where you 
worked hard today so that your chil-
dren could have a better life tomorrow. 
Instead, a bill like this is saying: You 
know what? Let’s go ahead and let the 
government work easy today so that 
our children have to work even harder 
tomorrow. Again, it’s just unfair to ev-
erybody who doesn’t receive that Fed-
eral Government paycheck. 

At some point, Madam Chair, you 
have to ask: When does the debt and 
the spending stop? 

We will never run out of good ideas. 
We will never run out of opportunities 
to take money away from one group of 
citizens and give it to another group of 
citizens. Those opportunities are there 
each and every day. Again, if you care 
about all of the children in America, 
you will quit placing an unconscion-
able burden of debt upon them. 

So this bill must be rejected out of 
fairness and out of fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the Representative 
from Maryland’s Fourth District, 
DONNA EDWARDS. 

Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland. Madam 
Chair, I rise today in support of H.R. 
626, the Federal Employees Paid Paren-
tal Leave Act of 2009. 

I would like to thank the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) 
for her long-time leadership on this 

legislation and for her ongoing efforts 
to ensure family-friendly workplaces. 
That must begin at least with the Fed-
eral Government. 

It is so tiresome and tedious to stand 
on this floor every day and to listen to 
the demagoging of Federal employees. 
They are the people who get up every 
single day and inspect our food. They 
make sure that we have clean water. 
They process Social Security checks. 
They do all of the business of this gov-
ernment, and it is so sad that, even 
when offering a simple parental leave 
act, we have to demagogue Federal em-
ployees in the process. 

The legislation provides 4 weeks of 
paid parental leave for new mothers 
and fathers for the birth, adoption or 
fostering of a child. America’s 1.8 mil-
lion Federal employees will benefit 
from this time to learn how to care for 
and to bond with their new additions to 
their families. It’s what many in the 
private sector already do, and it’s what 
we strive for. The Federal Government 
needs to set an example. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired. 

Mr. LYNCH. I would like to yield the 
gentlewoman an additional minute. 

Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland. This 
will also help employee morale, and it 
will allow the Federal Government to 
attract and to retain young and tal-
ented employees in our aging work-
force. 

Madam Chair, as a Representative of 
the Fourth Congressional District of 
Maryland—proudly the home to at 
least 70,000 Federal employees—for my 
neighbors, for my friends, for the peo-
ple who work hard every day, this im-
portant legislation will advance fam-
ily-friendly policies. It will allow new 
parents the time necessary to care for 
their children, and it will set a stand-
ard for the Federal Government and for 
the private workforce. 

There are times when it is simply the 
right thing to do, and this is one of 
those times. I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. 

b 1830 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. SCALISE), a member of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee and 
somebody who well knows about the 
challenges that people face in the 
workforce today. 

Mr. SCALISE. I want to thank my 
colleague from California for yielding 
the time. 

Madam Chairman, some of the great-
est joys in my life were the two births 
of my daughter and son. Two years ago, 
my daughter, Madison, I was able to be 
there for the birth with my wife, one of 
the great joys of my life. And then just 
4 weeks ago tomorrow, the birth of my 
baby boy, Harrison, and I was there as 
well. Just wonderful, wonderful times 
that every family should spend to-
gether. Those opportunities already 
exist today in law. There is nothing in 
this bill that either takes away or 
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gives the ability of parents to do that. 
They already have that right today, as 
they all should. 

Why I rise in objection to this bill is 
it adds an extra $938 million in new en-
titlements, in new debt, money that we 
don’t have in this country, to an al-
ready growing deficit. We’re at a $1.9 
trillion deficit this year alone. Projec-
tions are that in the next 5 years, this 
administration will double the national 
debt. And at what time do we stop and 
look out for those children? My son 
that was born 4 weeks ago, when do we 
look out for his future, his oppor-
tunity, so that he doesn’t have to in-
herit another billion dollars in debt 
that this bill will give him? 

I think it’s very ironic in the same 
week that General Motors became 
‘‘Government Motors’’ because of pri-
marily health benefits, benefits that 
were added on and added on for em-
ployees to the point where the benefits 
of the employees bankrupted the com-
pany. And so what’s Congress’ answer 
to that? Congress’ answer in the same 
week is to add more benefits at a time 
when people are losing their jobs, 
money that we don’t have, almost a 
billion dollars. There used to be a say-
ing ‘‘a billion here, a billion there, 
pretty soon you’re talking about real 
money.’’ I think the public has spoken 
out. They said, Enough is enough. 
We’ve got to control spending and look 
out for our future generations. 

Mr. LYNCH. I just want to clarify. 
The way this has been scored by CBO 

is that the salaries are paid to the em-
ployees already. The cost and/or sav-
ings recognized in the CBO estimate 
that has been cited here reflect the fact 
that by forcing Federal employees to 
take leave without pay, they realize a 
savings from that. But there is no new 
debt acquired here. 

What the savings here that CBO is 
recognizing is the fact that they have 
budgeted for these salaries but then 
people take a certain amount of time 
off without pay, and that realizes a 
gain in the budget that’s recognized in 
the CBO estimate. 

At this time I would like to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I very much 
thank my good friend from Massachu-
setts (Mr. LYNCH) and Mrs. MALONEY 
and my colleagues who have fought 
hard for this bill. 

There are a couple of reasons why I 
am a proud cosponsor of this legisla-
tion. One is that we are in the midst of 
an economic crisis in this Nation, and 
who do we turn to? We turn to the Fed-
eral workforce to reset our economy, 
to put our Nation’s investments where 
they need to be. We turn to them be-
cause we know that they are incorrupt-
ible. This is the most professional, 
least corruptible organization, civil 
service, in the world. We should be very 
proud of our civil servants. 

Now, as the corporate board of direc-
tors of the largest workforce in the Na-
tion, it’s incumbent on us to let them 

know how we see them, to recognize 
them, to incentivize them, to recruit 
the very best and brightest people in 
this Nation and to retain them. And 
how do we do that? By leading in terms 
of the benefits that other large cor-
porations provide. We should be leading 
by example. But the reality is that 
other large workforces oftentimes pro-
vide much better benefits than the 
Federal Government. We need to be in 
the leadership. This enables us to catch 
up. We recognize these employees by 
doing things that are tangible, and this 
is a tangible benefit. 

The second reason is that we recog-
nize that the most important time in 
anyone’s life are those first few weeks 
after birth where a parent has the op-
portunity to nurture, where the child 
can bond, where the child’s brain can 
be stimulated, where the child can un-
derstand they will grow up in a secure, 
safe environment. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield the gentleman an 
additional minute. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I very much 
thank my good friend. 

And I would hope that those who are 
in kind of knee-jerk opposition to this 
legislation would reconsider, because 
Mr. WOLF perhaps expressed it best: 
These are the days that matter, the 
weeks that matter. We want the 
healthiest workforce, we want the 
strongest society possible. And if we 
are to do that when we are the cor-
porate board of directors of the largest 
workforce, we should lead by example 
by providing paid parental leave so a 
child can bond with their parents, so 
they can get them off to a healthy 
start. That’s what this is all about. A 
strong society, enabling every child 
born in America to have the full oppor-
tunity to realize their potential. 

This legislation enables the Federal 
workforce to achieve that objective. 
It’s a noble national objective. It’s 
what America ought to be about. Let’s 
get this legislation passed. 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, may I in-
quire as to how much time is remain-
ing on each side? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
California has 61⁄4 minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts has 
7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LYNCH. I am prepared to close, 
so I reserve at this time. 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, I am pre-
pared to close, so I yield myself the 
balance of my time. 

Madam Chair, in a few short minutes 
we will complete general debate; we 
will go to amendments. At that time, 
I’m hopeful that the amendment of-
fered by the committee, the Repub-
licans on this committee, will be con-
sidered favorably. If it is, then what 
seems to be unreconcilable as our dif-
ferences can be resolved. 

Clearly, we agree that 14 million 
Americans are out of work. We agree 
that we’re in a recession. We agree that 
Americans are suffering. We agree that 

whether you’re having a child, adopt-
ing a child, or bringing a foster child in 
need into your home, that that bonding 
time is worthwhile now, just as it was 
in 1993 when we overrode all States and 
all employers to provide that option 
without fear of retaliation or loss of a 
job. 

I think we agree that this bill is 12 
weeks, 8 of which may be paid by the 
use of sick and other leave. I know we 
agreed that if you serve 15 years in the 
government you’ll have about 8 weeks 
a year of paid leave already accrued. 
We only disagree on whether or not a 
new cost, a new entitlement will be 
borne by the American people. We 
seem to disagree on whether going 
from not paying somebody when 
they’re off to paying them is, in fact, a 
cost to the government. We certainly 
disagree on whether or not when it be-
comes an additional 4 weeks of pay, 
many will choose to take it. As a mat-
ter of fact, Madam Chair, when the 
CBO scored, they made the assumption 
that half of all men would not take any 
benefits under the Parental Leave Act 
as they currently don’t. But, of course, 
when you’re offered 4 weeks free, com-
pletely free of sick leave, perhaps it 
will be irresistible to take some, in 
which case the $1 billion over 5 years 
could rise above that figure. 

So there are some things we disagree 
on. 

But if we take what we agree on, 
which is the American people are 
watching mounting deficits, the Amer-
ican people do believe that at times 
we’re out of touch, that we don’t feel 
their pain. The gentleman from Vir-
ginia talked about the Federal workers 
in his district. The Federal workers 
have grown in his district at a time in 
which the gentleman from Illinois has 
seen 40,000 workers lose their job at 
Caterpillar. Those were good-paying 
jobs. They had benefits. They may have 
even had some parental leave benefits. 
Today, they have no benefits. They’re 
not choosing between having a pay-
check or being with their child; they’re 
choosing whether or not to go out and 
find some minimum-wage job or do 
something to try to bring a little 
money into the house, because in fact, 
they no longer have the good-paying 
jobs that have evaporated in this reces-
sion. 

We did a stimulus package, and we 
disagreed on a lot of how it was done, 
but we understood we needed to get 
Americans rolling again, we needed to 
get them the opportunities. What those 
14 million have given up—and countless 
millions more have given up in loss of 
some of their income—is what we dis-
agree about. 

So, Madam Chair, I would ask that 
the CBO document scoring this be 
placed in the RECORD so there is no 
question as to what we all agree on, 
the NFIB letter opposing this, and the 
letter from the Independent Electrical 
Contractors also be placed in the 
RECORD at this time. 
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H.R. 626 FEDERAL EMPLOYEES PAID PARENTAL 

LEAVE ACT OF 2009 
Summary: H.R. 626 would amend title 5 of 

the United States Code, the Congressional 
Accountability Act, and the Family and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993 (FMLA) by cre-
ating a new category of leave under FMLA. 
This new category would provide four weeks 
of paid leave to federal employees following 
the birth, adoption, or fostering of a child. In 
addition, the legislation permits the Office 
of Personnel Management (OPM) to increase 
the amount of paid leave provided to a total 
of eight weeks based on the consideration of 
several factors such as the cost to the federal 
government and enhanced recruitment and 
retention of employees. 

Under current law, federal employees who 
have completed at least 12 months of service 
are entitled to up to 12 weeks of leave with-
out pay after the birth, adoption, or fos-
tering of a child. Upon return from FMLA 
leave, an employee must be returned to the 
same position or to an ‘‘equivalent position 
with equivalent benefits, pay, status, and 
other terms and conditions of employment.’’ 
Employees may get paid during that 12-week 
period by using any annual or sick leave that 
they have accrued. The leave provided by 
this bill would be available only within the 
12-week FMLA leave period. 

CBO estimates that implementing H.R. 626 
would cost $67 million in 2010 and a total of 
$938 million over the 2010–2014 period, subject 
to appropriation of the necessary funds. En-
acting H.R. 626 would not affect direct spend-
ing or receipts. 

The bill contains no intergovernmental or 
private-sector mandates as defined in the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA) and 
would not affect the budgets of state, local, 
or tribal governments. 

Estimated Cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: The estimated budgetary impact of 
H.R. 626 is shown in the following table. The 
costs of this legislation would fall in all 
budget functions (except functions 900 and 
950). 

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars— 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2010– 
2014 

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION 
Estimated Authoriza-

tion Level .............. 69 215 219 221 224 947 
Estimated Outlays ..... 67 209 218 221 223 938 

Basis of estimate: For this estimate, CBO 
assumes that H.R. 626 will be enacted by Oc-
tober 1, 2009, and that the necessary amounts 
for implementing it will be appropriated 
each year. Under the legislation, the new 
category of leave would become available six 
months after enactment (that is, around 
April 2010). As a result, the cost of the legis-
lation in 2010 reflects implementation for 
only half of the year. After 2010, CBO has in-
cluded in its estimate a 50 percent prob-
ability that OPM will use its authority to in-
crease the amount of paid leave available 
from four weeks to eight weeks. Costs in fu-
ture years are projected to grow with infla-
tion. 

CBO assumes that the potential users of 
the new leave would be primarily the rough-
ly 700,000 civilian employees who are between 
the ages of 20 and 44 and have been employed 
at least 12 months. (This figure excludes em-
ployees of the Postal Service because H.R. 
626 amends title 5 of the United States Code, 
which does not apply to them.) 

Estimating an adoption rate based on data 
from the Department of Health and Human 
Services and applying birth rate information 
for the relevant age cohorts from the Na-
tional Center on Health Statistics to the 
roughly 313,000 women eligible for the new 

leave yields about 17,800 women who might 
give birth or adopt in a given year. Based on 
average salary information from OPM, CBO 
estimates that four weeks of paid leave—the 
maximum amount guaranteed by the bill— 
for female employees would cost between 
$2,800 (for those in the youngest age cohort) 
and $5,400 (for those in the 40–44 age cohort). 
Assuming that nearly all of those women 
took the maximum amount of leave, CBO es-
timates the cost of the leave to be $77 mil-
lion this year (if it were available for the en-
tire 12-month period). 

Applying those same calculations to the 
390,000 men in the affected age groups, CBO 
estimates that roughly 24,000 men would be 
eligible for the four weeks of paid leave, at 
an average cost of between $3,100 and $6,000 
per male employee. Assuming that eligible 
men would take the leave at about one-half 
the rate of women, CBO estimates that men 
would use another $54 million worth of leave 
this year (if it were available for the entire 
12-month period), bringing the total to $130 
million. 

Since CBO assumes that the new leave 
would not be available until half-way 
through fiscal year 2010, there would be no 
costs for 2009 and the 2010 costs would rep-
resent only six months of the year, totaling 
$67 million. Beyond 2010, CBO assumes a full 
year of availability and has included a 50 
percent probability that OPM would increase 
the amount of paid leave available to em-
ployees. As a result, anticipated costs in-
crease to $209 million in 2011. (The 2011 costs 
would be about $140 billion if the benefit 
were kept at a maximum of four weeks.) 

The effects of this bill on the budget derive 
from the provision of a new form of paid 
leave. To the extent that such a new benefit 
enables people to take advantage of paid 
leave rather than taking leave without pay, 
the costs are clear. However, employees who 
would currently use annual or sick leave 
upon the birth, adoption, or fostering of a 
child may choose to use this new form of 
paid leave and save their accrued leave for a 
later date. CBO has no basis for estimating 
the magnitude of such substitution, but the 
deferral of annual and sick leave also rep-
resents a cost either in terms of increased 
availability of paid leave or cash payments 
upon separation. 

In addition, providing a more generous 
benefit to employees may enhance the fed-
eral government’s ability to retain employ-
ees after the birth or adoption of a child and 
thereby lower recruitment and training 
costs. CBO estimates that such potential 
savings are likely to be relatively small over 
the next five years. 

Intergovernmental and Private-Sector Im-
pact: H.R. 626 contains no intergovernmental 
or private-sector mandates as defined in 
UMRA and would not affect the budgets of 
state, local, or tribal governments. 

Estimate Prepared by: Federal Costs: 
Barry Blom, Impact on State, Local, and 
Tribal Governments: Elizabeth Cove Delisle, 
Impact on the Private Sector: Paige Piper/ 
Bach. 

Estimate Approved by: Theresa Gullo, Dep-
uty Assistant Director for Budget Analysis. 

NATIONAL FEDERATION 
OF INDEPENDENT BUSINESS, 

Washington, DC, June 3, 2009. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 

National Federation of Independent Business 
(NFIB), the nation’s leading small business 
advocacy organization, I am writing to no-
tify you of our opposition to H.R. 626, the 
Federal Employees Paid Parental Leave Act 
of 2009. 

The legislation mandates an alarming ex-
pansion of the Family and Medical Leave 
Act (FMLA), from an unpaid leave program 

into one that would provide partial paid pa-
rental leave for federal employees. By carv-
ing out 4 of the 12 weeks of FMLA as paid pa-
rental leave, NFIB is concerned that H.R. 626 
sets a precedent for future discussions over 
expansion of FMLA. 

In addition to creating a new paid leave 
component of FMLA, the bill does not re-
quire federal employees to first use accumu-
lated vacation or sick leave before taking 
the paid parental leave. Currently, if an em-
ployee has accrued paid time off, an em-
ployer may require them to use some or all 
of their accrued paid time for some or all of 
the FMLA leave. 

Small businesses are struggling to survive 
in our tough economic times, and are very 
concerned that creating an expensive, new 
paid leave benefit for federal employees will 
eventually lead to new paid leave mandates 
on small business. I urge your strong opposi-
tion to this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
SUSAN ECKERLY, 

Senior Vice President, Public Policy. 

INDEPENDENT ELECTRICAL CONTRAC-
TORS, 

Alexandria, VA, June 3, 2009. 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: I am writing on be-
half of the 2,700 merit shop contractor mem-
bers of the Independent Electrical Contrac-
tors (IEC), who urge you to oppose H.R. 626, 
the Federal Employees Paid Parental Leave 
Act, which would expand the Family and 
Medical Leave Act (FMLA), as it applies to 
federal employees, to mandate four weeks of 
paid FMLA leave, on top of existing leave. 

Please let me be clear that our opposition 
to this bill is based solely on the precedent 
it sets for the private sector, and has nothing 
to do with the individuals who work for the 
federal government. 

IEC is concerned that, in radically expand-
ing FMLA to include paid leave, Congress is 
laying the groundwork for mandating paid 
sick leave on private sector employers. One- 
size-fits-all leave mandates, such as the 
Healthy Families Act (H.R. 2460/S. 1152), fail 
to take into account the varied natures of 
our nation’s industry segments, and the indi-
vidual employers whose unique business 
models are exactly the factor that deter-
mines their success or failure. 

And, most importantly in this debate, it is 
paramount that Congress ascertain the real 
world impact of mandating paid sick leave 
on the private sector. Small business owners 
craft their pay, leave, and work rules based 
on the business model that keeps them com-
petitive, grows their business, and creates 
more jobs. If Congress stunts the flexibility 
of these individual business models, then it 
will be directly threatening this competi-
tiveness and the jobs that come with it. 

IEC encourages Congress to seriously con-
sider the precedent that is set by this expan-
sion of FMLA, and oppose H.R. 626. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

BRIAN WORTH, 
VP of Government and Public Affairs. 

Lastly, Madam Chair, I believe that 
the intentions of the majority are gen-
erally good, but I believe that this bill 
contains something the American peo-
ple may not have heard, and in closing, 
I want them to hear. 

This bill not only gives 4 weeks of 
new paid leave for the mom who may 
be coming home immediately following 
the birth of the child, but it gives that 
4 weeks of additional pay to the father. 
It does so whether it’s an adult child 
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they’re adopting, someone 15 or 16 
going off to school every day. It does it 
for both mom and dad, and it does it on 
top of the 8 weeks they can take in 
other ways already. 

So I want the American people to un-
derstand not only does it do that, but 
it is anticipated by the majority that 
after an OMB study—which they fully 
believe will show that on balance this 
is still a good motivator and positive 
for the workforce—this benefit will rise 
from 4 weeks of additional pay to 8 
weeks of additional pay for both men 
and women in the Federal workforce at 
a time in which 14 million Americans 
have no income at all. 

With that, Madam Chair, I hope that 
the majority will see that they’re out 
of touch if they don’t think the Amer-
ican people are concerned that this is, 
in fact, showing a disconnect between 
the American people suffering and in 
fact, the new benefits to the one por-
tion of the workforce that is not suf-
fering, the one portion that has not 
seen a pay cut but in fact a pay raise, 
the one portion that has not seen cuts 
in their numbers but in fact increases 
in their numbers, and that’s the won-
derful men and women who make up 
the Federal workforce in all areas. 
They’re good people, but they under-
stand. And listening tonight, I believe 
the Federal workers in my district will 
understand that in fact this is a time 
for them not to look for big gains 
when, in fact, people on both sides of 
their homes are losing their homes. 

So, Madam Chair, I would urge that 
we not support the bill in its current 
form, and I look forward to the amend-
ment that we plan to offer being in fact 
favorably considered so we can make a 
bill that balances this good effort with 
those 14 million people who today have 
no solution for parental leave and in 
fact do not understand why we would 
add 4 or 8 weeks of additional paid time 
for people at this time no matter how 
well-intentioned. 

And with that, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, this bill 
is narrowly tailored to specific cir-
cumstances. It would provide 4 weeks 
of paid parental leave. The specific in-
stances are the birth of a new child, an 
adoption, or someone taking a child 
into foster care. That’s how you qual-
ify for receiving these 4 weeks of bene-
fits. And I think that this makes a 
strategic investment in the Federal 
workforce. 

b 1845 

This will help the government retain 
and attract young talented employees; 
and in so doing, it provides potentially 
an ultimate savings to the American 
people since there’s a direct benefit 
when the government retains existing 
employees rather than having to hire 
and retrain new ones. We are all famil-
iar with the revolving door in the Fed-
eral Government, where we bring in 
people, we train them, they become 
very competent in their areas of exper-

tise, and then private industry steals 
them away because they can offer them 
much greater benefits and much, much 
higher pay. This provides a basic and 
decent benefit of 4 weeks for the occa-
sions that I mentioned. 

Before closing, I’d like to also point 
out that the Obama administration, in 
their recently issued statement of ad-
ministration policy on H.R. 626, also 
recognized the benefits of supporting 
families during the birth of a child, 
adoption of a child or for foster care. 
According to the President’s policy po-
sition, the Federal Government should 
reflect its commitment to helping Fed-
eral employees care for their families 
as well as serve the public. Measures 
such as H.R. 626 support this commit-
ment and strengthen our families, our 
communities and our Nation. Given 
that statement alone, I urge my fellow 
Members to join me in voting in favor 
of H.R. 626. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Chair, I rise in 
strong support of the Federal Employees Paid 
Parental Leave Act. 

H.R. 626 provides four weeks of pay to fed-
eral employees to use while they are on family 
or medical leave. Having this option is of spe-
cial importance to our younger employees and 
employees seeking to start a family. 

As the federal workforce ages, the govern-
ment will have to hire many new workers. In-
deed, by 2010, more than 50 percent of man-
agers, and almost 50 percent of other federal 
workers will be eligible for retirement. The fed-
eral government will have to compete with the 
private sector to attract the best and brightest 
to federal service to replace them. But the fed-
eral government lacks an important benefit en-
joyed by 75 percent of Fortune 100 compa-
nies—paid leave for parents of newborns. 

This legislation permits federal employees to 
take up to four weeks of paid leave for the 
birth or adoption of a child. For younger em-
ployees, the lack of paid leave forces them to 
choose between using accrued sick leave or 
vacation time, which for newer employees is in 
short supply, or to simply go without pay when 
having a newborn. 

I encourage my colleagues to join me in 
helping to show the public that the federal 
government values families. Support H.R. 626, 
the Federal Employees Paid Parental Leave 
Act. 

Mr. STARK. Madam Chair, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 626, the Federal Employees 
Paid Parental Leave Act of 2009. As a long- 
time advocate of paid family leave, I believe 
our nation’s largest employer—the U.S. Gov-
ernment—must also be our nation’s model 
employer and set a progressive example for 
healthy workplace policy. The legislation on 
the floor today will provide real security to 
those who serve our nation’s government and 
their families. 

The 1993 Family and Medical Leave Act 
(FMLA) was landmark legislation that estab-
lished job-protected leave and it has helped 
millions of workers care for their families with-
out fear of losing their job. The FMLA, how-
ever, requires only unpaid leave, and many 
workers must chose between taking leave to 
care for their families or not paying their bills. 
Research has shown that nearly 75 percent of 
FMLA-eligible workers do not take leave be-
cause they cannot afford it. Even before the 

hardship caused by the current recession, mil-
lions of workers could not access family or 
medical leave because of financial constraints. 
Paid leave is a vital resource to help workers 
balance their family and work obligations. 

Paid parental leave provides benefits well 
beyond the purely monetary. It also benefits 
our society as a whole. A 1999 report by the 
President’s Council of Economic Advisers 
found that since 1969, children have lost 22 
hours per week with their parents. Studies 
have shown that increased parental involve-
ment and care giving are linked to gains such 
as shorter hospital stays, improved behavior, 
and higher educational achievements for their 
children. Providing paid parental leave will 
make leave more accessible, allowing parents 
to spend more time with their children—clearly 
an investment worth making. 

Individual states have begun to successfully 
implement paid family and medical leave pro-
grams. Since 2004, my home state of Cali-
fornia has led the country in the provision of 
paid leave and the law has been a boon to 
both the state’s families and businesses. Ac-
cording to a Harvard study published four 
years after the enactment of California’s paid 
leave policy, California had a lower rate of 
foreclosures than other states due to income 
loss arising from the need to care for a house-
hold member. We can and should replicate 
this success nationwide. 

It is the responsibility of the Federal govern-
ment to take the lead in the promotion of 
workers’ economic security and family-friendly 
policies, which is why I am pleased to lend my 
full support to the Federal Employees Paid 
Parental Leave Act. Providing parental leave 
to federal workers is an important first step to-
ward what must be our ultimate policy goal of 
providing paid family and medical leave to all 
workers, and I look forward to the day when 
all workers have the chance to care for their 
families and still be able to pay the bills. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Chair, I rise in support 
of H.R. 626, the Federal Employees Paid Pa-
rental Leave Act of 2009. Let me thank my 
friend from New York, Mrs. MALONEY for her 
continued dedication to this issue. I also ap-
plaud Chairman TOWNS and my colleagues on 
the House Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee for championing the cause of paid 
parental leave for federal employees. 

This legislation helps families employed by 
the government, offering up to four weeks of 
paid leave for parents to care for a new child. 
It recognizes a fundamental and basic need of 
new parents, namely, the importance of caring 
for and spending time with their young chil-
dren. 

As Americans workers struggle to weather 
the economic storms that have beset our na-
tion, we need to ensure that our primary safe-
ty net—the American family—remains strong 
and intact. In doing so, this bill establishes the 
federal government—as an employer—as a 
champion for the American family, making it a 
model for the rest of the country to follow. 

The Federal government is one of the coun-
try’s largest employers, with over 1.8 million 
civilian employees. According to the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services 18,000 
women and 24,000 men will qualify for paren-
tal leave this coming year. 

Under existing law, federal employees are 
allowed to take unpaid parental leave. Sadly, 
in 2000, it was reported that as many as 78 
percent of these eligible employees did not 
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take leave, simply because they could not af-
ford it. Under present economic conditions, the 
desire to remain at work and forgo unpaid 
leave is even stronger. With the government 
playing such a significant role in the American 
workforce, we can no longer afford to punish 
such a large portion of our workforce for tak-
ing a few weeks leave to help raise a child. 

Economic loss affects not just the worker, 
but all those who rely on the head wage-earn-
er for support, and oftentimes the hardest hit 
group is the American family. 

Today, in the midst of a recession, it is es-
sential that working parents have the re-
sources to care for and support both them-
selves and their families. This bill provides a 
necessary lifeline for new parents who must 
simultaneously provide round-the-clock care 
for their young children and keep their jobs in 
an increasingly competitive and shrinking 
economy. 

Too often, families are forced into a bind, 
having to choose between earning enough to 
survive and caring for a child. No parent wants 
to decide between a child and work, but under 
current conditions, many federal employees 
must. 

Families are helpless in this situation, and it 
is both the employer and employees that suf-
fer for it. Federal employers have a high turn-
over rate, due to families searching for em-
ployers with better benefits or leaving the 
workforce to care for a child. 

Even more importantly, this bill encourages 
parents to provide care during a period of cru-
cial development for children. The education 
of children starts from day one, and in many 
ways, it is the earliest experiences of a child 
that will set the course for the rest of their life. 
The care children receive in their earliest days 
can provide them with the necessary building 
blocks to succeed in school and the workforce 
later on. 

This bill also takes steps to accommodate 
the changing and often varied types of house-
holds that make up the American family, which 
current law does not take into account. Many 
families today don’t have a stay-at-home 
member, making it all the more difficult for 
working parents to accommodate their family 
needs. Stay-at-home dads, friends, partners, 
siblings, aunts, uncles, or grandparents are all 
assuming the role of primary care-giver. Fed-
eral employee benefits need to take these 
new family dynamics into account. 

This legislation will provide a gain to federal 
employers as well as the economy. According 
to the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), 
this legislation accrues no extra cost for tax-
payers. Federal employers can save losses 
from turnover rates and improve retention of 
some of its most reliable and adept employ-
ees. 

In times of economic turmoil we must keep 
families strong. By strengthening the family, in 
turn we strengthen our workforce. Healthy 
families make productive employees and raise 
engaging and innovative children, giving an 
extra boost to the economy and the current 
and future American workforce. 

Madam Speaker—this legislation is needed 
today, more than ever before! It will create a 
more progressive and family-oriented benefit 
system for the current federal workforce, set-
ting an example for similar positive develop-
ments within all sectors of the economy. It will 
help working families to care for and support 
their young children, during a time when eco-

nomic struggles often overshadow parents’ 
most basic duties of childcare. 

On behalf of all those who have spent time 
in creating this bill, as well as almost two mil-
lion federal employees and their families, I 
urge my colleagues to support and vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on H.R. 626. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
H.R. 626—FEDERAL EMPLOYEES PAID PARENTAL 

LEAVE ACT OF 2009 
(Rep. Maloney, D–New York, and 55 

cosponsors, June 3, 2009) 
The Administration supports the goal of 

H.R. 626, which would provide Federal em-
ployees with access to paid leave upon the 
birth, adoption, or fostering of a child. 

Being able to spend time at home with a 
new child is a critical part of building a 
strong family. The initial bonding between 
parents and their new child is essential to 
healthy child development and providing a 
firm foundation for the child’s success in 
life. Measures that support these relation-
ships strengthen our families, our commu-
nities, and our nation. The Federal govern-
ment should reflect its commitment to these 
core values by helping Federal employees to 
care for their families as well as serve the 
public. Providing paid parental leave has 
been successfully employed by a number of 
private-sector employers, and can help to 
make job opportunities accessible to more 
workers. 

The Administration is currently reviewing 
existing Federal leave policies to determine 
the extent of their gaps and limitations. The 
Administration looks forward to working 
with Congress to refine the details of this 
legislation to make sure it meets the needs 
of Federal agencies and employees, as well as 
their families. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Chair, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 626, the Federal Employees Paid 
Parental Leave Act, which would provide four 
weeks of paid parental leave and eight weeks 
of unpaid leave for all federal employees after 
the birth or adoption of a child. Under this 
measure, these employees may also use ac-
crued annual or sick leave to receive com-
pensation for the unpaid weeks. Currently, 
employees may take up to twelve weeks of 
unpaid leave under the Family and Medical 
Leave Act to care for a newborn or adopted 
child. 

H.R. 626 will help the United States Govern-
ment compete with the private sector in order 
to recruit the best and brightest employees 
and retain that talent. In 2007, a Government 
Accountability Office report found that coun-
tries offering paid parental leave experienced 
increased employee retention and a reduction 
in the amount of time women spend out of the 
workforce. Disappointingly, the GAO also re-
ported that the U.S. lags behind other indus-
trial nations in providing policies that support 
working parents and their children. In fact, 169 
countries guarantee women leave with income 
in connection with childbirth. 

The U.S. Census Bureau reports that 
women are more likely to work before and 
after pregnancy than they were 30 to 40 years 
ago, and Congress must legislate according to 
the changing makeup of our workforce. So far, 
we have not met that mark. I know that many 
of my colleagues have already met or exceed-
ed the requirements of this bill, and I applaud 
their efforts. I know from firsthand experience 
that allowing new parents guaranteed paid 
leave helps balance the demands between 
work and family. For the hard work they pro-
vide for us, we owe our employees the time to 
enjoy the bonds that matter most in their lives. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. It is time that the Federal Govern-
ment sets the standard for working parent poli-
cies. 

Mr. HONDA. Madam Chair, I rise today to 
express my strong support for the Federal 
Employee Paid Parental Leave Act of 2009 
(H.R. 626). As the country’s largest single em-
ployer, the Federal Government is responsible 
for over 2.7 million employees. The Federal 
Government is facing the retirement of 40% of 
its workforce over the next ten years and must 
be able to compete with private sector oppor-
tunities in order to attract talented new em-
ployees. Under current law, federal employees 
who want paid time off for the birth or adop-
tion of a child only have the option of using 
their accrued sick days and vacation time to 
supplement unpaid leave. It is difficult for rel-
atively new employees or those who experi-
ence reoccurring health problems to save up 
enough time for paid parental leave. Even for 
older employees who rarely get sick, unpre-
dictable life events can make it equally difficult 
to accrue sufficient parental leave time. Par-
ents should not be forced to choose between 
their new child and their paycheck. 

The Congress’ Joint Economic Committee 
has found that Fortune 100 firms offer paid 
leave that typically lasts six to eight weeks. 
This is also consistent with the amount of 
leave typically offered by Congressional of-
fices. The lack of a Paid Parental Leave policy 
for newly born or adopted children puts the 
Federal Government in the minority, not only 
in relation to U.S. companies but also among 
developed nations. The European Union re-
quires that member countries offer 14 weeks 
of paid maternity leave and most offer more 
than the required amount, and the U.S. is one 
of only five countries out of 165 surveyed that 
does not guarantee paid parental leave. 

The Federal Employee Paid Parental Leave 
Act of 2009 will make the Federal Government 
a more family-friendly, competitive employer. It 
will cost relatively little compared to the benefit 
to American families and workers that it would 
bring. It is past time for federal employees to 
enjoy the benefits offered to employees of pri-
vate companies and fix a flaw in our current 
system. 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Chair, I am proud to 
support this bill to strengthen America’s fami-
lies. Strong families are the cornerstone of our 
Nation’s future. They enhance children’s well- 
being, improve their self-esteem, and signifi-
cantly increase the odds that they will succeed 
in school and grow up to be good parents 
themselves. And study after study shows that 
a strong predictor of child well-being is the de-
gree to which a parent and child bond in the 
first months after birth. The more constant and 
nurturing that bond is in the early months of 
life, the better off that child will be in the years 
to come. 

One of the most important things Congress 
did to help parents and children strengthen 
that bond was to pass the Family and Medical 
Leave Act (FMLA) in 1993. It was the first bill 
signed by President Clinton. Under its protec-
tion, eligible workers receive 12 weeks of 
leave every year, so that they can care for a 
newborn or adopted baby, or help a loved one 
recover from illness, or get better them-
selves—without the worry that, when they re-
turn, their job will be gone. 

The FMLA has been an outstanding suc-
cess. But it has not been enough. Because 
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the FMLA does not entitle anyone to receive 
an income while on leave, far too many peo-
ple with the right to leave are unable to take 
it. They rush back to the workplace after giv-
ing birth, or send their sick children to school, 
or leave their ailing parents at home to some-
how make it through the day—because there 
is no other option. In fact, when it comes to 
the failure to guarantee paid maternity leave, 
America stands virtually alone in the world. 

It’s time to realize that a right to paid leave, 
especially for new parents, is more than a 
family matter—it is a public good that means 
healthier families, more productive children, 
and, in the end, a stronger economy for all of 
us. 

Today, we have a valuable chance to estab-
lish that right for some of our most dedicated 
public servants: Federal employees. Currently, 
the Federal Government does not provide 
them with paid parental leave. This bill would 
change that—providing four weeks of paid 
leave to Federal employees for the birth, 
adoption, or foster placement of a child. 

As the Nation’s largest employer, the Fed-
eral Government has the opportunity to set a 
valuable and lasting example for a responsible 
leave policy. lt is time for America to catch up 
with the rest of the world, and this bill is a vital 
step in that direction. I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam Chair, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 626, the ‘‘Fed-
eral Employees Paid Parental Leave Act of 
2009.’’ 

This legislation will update federal employee 
benefits to reflect the way families live today 
by providing four weeks of paid parental leave 
for federal employees. The 90,000 federal em-
ployees living in my home state of Georgia 
need us to pass this bill. 

A generation ago, the overwhelming major-
ity of families had a mother who stayed at 
home to provide full-time childcare. 

Today, tens of thousands of families depend 
on the income of more than one income-earn-
er to make ends meet. 

When these families prepare to welcome a 
new child into their homes they are often 
faced with an impossible decision—forgo a 
paycheck or forgo the most critical period of 
time to care for and bond with their new baby. 

As the Nation’s largest employer, the Fed-
eral Government should lead the way in es-
tablishing family-friendly leave policies. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 626 to 
ensure that no federal employee is forced to 
choose between their new child and their job. 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered read for amendment under 
the 5-minute rule. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 626 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Em-
ployees Paid Parental Leave Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 2. PAID PARENTAL LEAVE UNDER TITLE 5. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 5.—Subsection (d) 
of section 6382 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating such subsection as 
subsection (d)(1); 

(2) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (A), (B), (C), 
or’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (C) or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) An employee may elect to substitute 

for any leave without pay under subpara-
graph (A) or (B) of subsection (a)(1) any paid 
leave which is available to such employee for 
that purpose. 

‘‘(3) The paid leave that is available to an 
employee for purposes of paragraph (2) is— 

‘‘(A) subject to paragraph (6), 4 administra-
tive workweeks of paid parental leave under 
this subparagraph in connection with the 
birth or placement involved; and 

‘‘(B) any annual or sick leave accrued or 
accumulated by such employee under sub-
chapter I. 

‘‘(4) Nothing in this subsection shall be 
considered to require that an employee first 
use all or any portion of the leave described 
in subparagraph (B) of paragraph (3) before 
being allowed to use the paid parental leave 
described in subparagraph (A) of paragraph 
(3). 

‘‘(5) Paid parental leave under paragraph 
(3)(A)— 

‘‘(A) shall be payable from any appropria-
tion or fund available for salaries or ex-
penses for positions within the employing 
agency; 

‘‘(B) shall not be considered to be annual 
or vacation leave for purposes of section 5551 
or 5552 or for any other purpose; and 

‘‘(C) if not used by the employee before the 
end of the 12-month period (as referred to in 
subsection (a)(1)) to which it relates, shall 
not accumulate for any subsequent use. 

‘‘(6) The Director of the Office of Personnel 
Management— 

‘‘(A) may promulgate regulations to in-
crease the amount of paid parental leave 
available to an employee under paragraph 
(3)(A), to a total of not more than 8 adminis-
trative workweeks, based on the consider-
ation of— 

‘‘(i) the benefits provided to the Federal 
Government of offering increased paid paren-
tal leave, including enhanced recruitment 
and retention of employees; 

‘‘(ii) the cost to the Federal Government of 
increasing the amount of paid parental leave 
that is available to employees; 

‘‘(iii) trends in the private sector and in 
State and local governments with respect to 
offering paid parental leave; 

‘‘(iv) the Federal Government’s role as a 
model employer; and 

‘‘(v) such other factors as the Director con-
siders necessary; and 

‘‘(B) shall prescribe any regulations nec-
essary to carry out this subsection, includ-
ing, subject to paragraph (4), the manner in 
which an employee may designate any day or 
other period as to which such employee wish-
es to use paid parental leave described in 
paragraph (3)(A).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall not be effective 
with respect to any birth or placement oc-
curring before the end of the 6-month period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 3. PAID PARENTAL LEAVE FOR CONGRES-

SIONAL EMPLOYEES. 
(a) AMENDMENT TO CONGRESSIONAL AC-

COUNTABILITY ACT.—Section 202 of the Con-
gressional Accountability Act of 1995 (2 
U.S.C. 1312) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by adding at the 
end the following: ‘‘In applying section 
102(a)(1)(A) and (B) of such Act to covered 
employees, subsection (d) shall apply.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 
as subsections (e) and (f), respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULE FOR PAID PARENTAL 
LEAVE FOR CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOYEES.— 

‘‘(1) SUBSTITUTION OF PAID LEAVE.—A cov-
ered employee taking leave without pay 
under subparagraph (A) or (B) of section 
102(a)(1) of the Family and Medical Leave 
Act of 1993 (29 U.S.C. 2612(a)(1)) may elect to 
substitute for any such leave any paid leave 
which is available to such employee for that 
purpose. 

‘‘(2) AMOUNT OF PAID LEAVE.—The paid 
leave that is available to a covered employee 
for purposes of paragraph (1) is— 

‘‘(A) the number of weeks of paid parental 
leave in connection with the birth or place-
ment involved that correspond to the num-
ber of administrative workweeks of paid pa-
rental leave available to Federal employees 
under section 6382(d)(3)(A) of title 5, United 
States Code; and 

‘‘(B) any additional paid vacation or sick 
leave provided by the employing office to 
such employee. 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be considered to require that an 
employee first use all or any portion of the 
leave described in subparagraph (B) of para-
graph (2) before being allowed to use the paid 
parental leave described in subparagraph (A) 
of paragraph (2). 

‘‘(4) ADDITIONAL RULES.—Paid parental 
leave under paragraph (2)(A)— 

‘‘(A) shall be payable from any appropria-
tion or fund available for salaries or ex-
penses for positions within the employing of-
fice; and 

‘‘(B) if not used by the covered employee 
before the end of the 12-month period (as re-
ferred to in section 102(a)(1) of the Family 
and Medical Leave Act of 1993 (29 U.S.C. 
2612(a)(1))) to which it relates, shall not ac-
cumulate for any subsequent use.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall not be effective 
with respect to any birth or placement oc-
curring before the end of the 6-month period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 4. CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO FAMILY 
AND MEDICAL LEAVE ACT FOR GAO 
AND LIBRARY OF CONGRESS EM-
PLOYEES. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO FAMILY AND MEDICAL 
LEAVE ACT OF 1993.—Section 102(d) of the 
Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 (29 
U.S.C. 2612(d)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR GAO AND LIBRARY OF 
CONGRESS EMPLOYEES.— 

‘‘(A) SUBSTITUTION OF PAID LEAVE.—An em-
ployee of an employer described in section 
101(4)(A)(iv) taking leave under subparagraph 
(A) or (B) of subsection (a)(1) may elect to 
substitute for any such leave any paid leave 
which is available to such employee for that 
purpose. 

‘‘(B) AMOUNT OF PAID LEAVE.—The paid 
leave that is available to an employee of an 
employer described in section 101(4)(A)(iv) 
for purposes of subparagraph (A) is— 

‘‘(i) the number of weeks of paid parental 
leave in connection with the birth or place-
ment involved that correspond to the num-
ber of administrative workweeks of paid pa-
rental leave available to Federal employees 
under section 6382(d)(3)(A) of title 5, United 
States Code; and 

‘‘(ii) any additional paid vacation or sick 
leave provided by such employer. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this para-
graph shall be considered to require that an 
employee first use all or any portion of the 
leave described in clause (ii) of subparagraph 
(B) before being allowed to use the paid pa-
rental leave described in clause (i) of such 
subparagraph. 

‘‘(D) ADDITIONAL RULES.—Paid parental 
leave under subparagraph (B)(i)— 
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‘‘(i) shall be payable from any appropria-

tion or fund available for salaries or ex-
penses for positions with the employer de-
scribed in section 101(4)(A)(iv); and 

‘‘(ii) if not used by the employee of such 
employer before the end of the 12-month pe-
riod (as referred to in subsection (a)(1)) to 
which it relates, shall not accumulate for 
any subsequent use.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall not be effective 
with respect to any birth or placement oc-
curring before the end of the 6-month period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

The CHAIR. No amendment to the 
bill is in order except those printed in 
House Report 111–133. Each amendment 
may be offered only in the order print-
ed in the report, by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be consid-
ered read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report, equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent 
and an opponent of the amendment, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and 
shall not be subject to a demand for di-
vision of the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. ISSA 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 111–133. 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment made in order under the 
rule. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. ISSA: 
Page 3, strike lines 9 through 13 and insert 

the following: 
‘‘(4) Notwithstanding any other provision 

of this section, an employee may not use any 
paid parental leave described in paragraph 
(3)(A), in connection with a birth or place-
ment, until such employee has exhausted all 
annual and sick leave which, as of the date 
of such birth or placement— 

‘‘(A) has been accrued or accumulated by 
such employee under subchapter I; and 

‘‘(B) may, under applicable provisions of 
law, rule, or regulation, be used for the pur-
pose involved. 

Page 6, strike lines 17 through 22 and insert 
the following: 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, an employee 
may not use any paid parental leave de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(A), in connection 
with a birth or placement, until such em-
ployee has exhausted all annual, sick, and 
other paid leave which, as of the date of such 
birth or placement— 

‘‘(A) has been accrued or accumulated by 
such employee under a formal leave system; 
and 

‘‘(B) may, under applicable provisions of 
such leave system, be used for the purpose 
involved. 

Page 8, strike lines 18 through 24 and insert 
the following: 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, an employee 
may not use paid parental leave described in 
subparagraph (B)(i), in connection with a 
birth or placement, until such employee has 
exhausted all annual and sick leave which, 
as of the date of such birth or placement— 

‘‘(i) has been accrued or accumulated by 
such employee under subchapter I of chapter 
63 of title 5, United States Code; and 

‘‘(ii) may, under applicable provisions of 
law, rule, or regulation, be used for the pur-
pose involved. 

Page 9, after line 15, add the following: 
SEC. 5. ADDITIONAL PAID PARENTAL LEAVE TO 

BE TREATED AS A REPAYABLE AD-
VANCE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act or any amendment made by any 
other provision of this Act, any paid paren-
tal leave under section 6382(d)(3)(A) of title 5, 
United States Code (as amended by section 
2), section 202(d)(2)(A) of the Congressional 
Accountability Act of 1995 (as amended by 
section 3), or section 102(d)(3)(B)(i) of the 
Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 (as 
amended by section 4)— 

(1) shall be treated as an advance of paid 
leave; and 

(2) shall be subject to recovery by the 
United States to the same extent and in the 
same manner as any other advance of paid 
leave. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 501, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ISSA) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ISSA. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
I yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

My amendment to H.R. 626 is a com-
monsense amendment. I believe the 
legislation bridges the differences be-
tween the majority and the minority, 
recognizing that the Federal workforce 
should, in fact, be able to use accrued 
and earned time they have, recognizing 
that it is already the policy of many, 
but not all, Federal agencies to allow 
all accrued leave, both vacation, if you 
will, and sick leave, to be used by 
somebody wishing to avail themselves 
of their 12 weeks of family medical 
leave. 

Having said that, we do take away 
the question of 4 weeks of additional 
paid or 8 weeks of additional paid 
leave. We recognize, though, that not 
every person, particularly a young 
family new to the Federal workforce, 
may have accrued leave sufficient to do 
12 full weeks. Therefore, my amend-
ment allows for that worker to take an 
advance against future sick leave and 
other leave in order to ensure that 
they may remain with their new child 
for the full 12 weeks allowed within the 
law. This would, in fact, eliminate the 
contradiction between various govern-
ment agencies. It would streamline the 
process. It would make clear that no 
Federal worker would ever have to 
choose between being with their new-
born and receiving a paycheck. 

So with that, I urge the strong sup-
port of this amendment as a common-
sense middle ground. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, I rise to 

claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield myself as much 
time as I may consume. 

Madam Chair, I absolutely cannot 
support the amendment at hand, as it 
totally goes against the bill’s funda-
mental purpose. To begin, this amend-
ment actually guts the bill. It does lit-

tle more than restate the status quo 
with regard to the type and amount of 
leave that is currently available to new 
parents in the Federal Government. 

To be clear, I support H.R. 626 be-
cause I want to support working fami-
lies across the country. I oppose the 
amendment because we should not rep-
licate the current inadequate system 
that forces new moms and dads to 
choose between their paycheck and 
caring for a newborn. The gentleman’s 
amendment, however well intended, 
would strike the bill’s core require-
ment that Federal employees receive 4 
weeks of paid parental leave. Instead, 
it would require new mothers and fa-
thers to take advance leave in order to 
take care of their newborn or newly 
adopted child. In other words, new em-
ployees would be required to go into 
debt in their available leave as a cost 
of caring for their child. 

I do want to point out an odd result 
of the gentleman’s amendment. For the 
new employees who have unpaid leave 
right now, it would force them to take 
unpaid leave at a point in time—for in-
stance, for a new mom right after she 
has the baby, it would force her to take 
unpaid leave; and then later on after 
the 8 or 12 weeks had expired, at a 
point maybe when that mom was ready 
to come back to work, it would then 
give those employees, mom and dad, 4 
weeks of paid leave. So rather than 
come back to work, they’d be facing 
the opportunity to take paid leave at 
that point; and I think in some cases it 
may turn out that this may increase 
the cost. While it actually devalues the 
benefit to the employee up front, it 
also, by perhaps getting a higher utili-
zation rate, in the end may cost the 
government more money. So it’s sort 
of a lose-lose situation. Longer-term 
employees would be required to ex-
haust any available prior leave before 
being eligible to take the additional 
advance leave; and under most cir-
cumstances, they may already do this. 

So the amendment’s only alleged new 
benefit to employees is to allow newer 
hires to go into a deficit on their leave 
in order to get some days paid during 
their parental leave. But, again, Fed-
eral agencies can already offer employ-
ees advance leave, so there’s really no 
new benefit here. The true effect of this 
amendment is to gut the primary pur-
pose of the bill, which is to support 
families and child development by pro-
viding 4 weeks of unconditional paid 
leave to new mothers and fathers in 
the Federal workforce. 

In addition to gutting the bill, the 
amendment is inequitable because it 
would impact new employees and older 
employees differently. Moreover, the 
amendment is not good policy because 
employees should not be forced to use 
up all of their accrued annual sick 
leave to care for a new child. This can 
leave employees in a desperate situa-
tion if any emergency arises or if they 
become seriously ill down the road. 
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This amendment is somewhat short- 

sighted. It ignores the strategic invest-
ment that H.R. 626 makes in the Fed-
eral workforce at a time that we need 
to be attracting young talented em-
ployees to prepare for a wave of upcom-
ing retirements. Currently we have 
about 315,000 Federal employees that 
are eligible to retire; and unfortu-
nately those are the most experienced 
and, in some cases, the most ablest em-
ployees that we have in the Federal 
Government. 

This amendment ignores the social 
benefits to society as a whole that re-
sult from supporting families with pro-
gressive work-life policies, such as a 
paid parental leave program. Because 
this amendment guts the pending legis-
lation, I do have to oppose it for all the 
reasons that I have stated in spite of 
the gentleman’s good intentions. I ask 
that Members continue to support the 
bill and oppose this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, I now proud-

ly yield 1 minute to the ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee, somebody 
who is very aware of family values and 
the importance of this legislation, Mr. 
CHAFFETZ of Utah. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Madam Chair, 
there’s no more precious time than 
those with your children. We want to 
be as compassionate as we can. But at 
a time when we have literally millions 
and millions of people who are out of 
work, when we are looking at a $1.8 
trillion budget deficit just this year 
alone, I don’t want to saddle leave that 
new child who is coming into the world 
with this unbelievable debt. So it’s 
something that I would like to do. But 
I think what Mr. ISSA’s amendment of-
fers is a very reasonable alternative to 
create the atmosphere and create the 
program and create the way that our 
Federal employees can tap into some-
thing that they have earned. But I 
think we have an obligation to recog-
nize the proper role of government. We 
have to remember for every dollar, 
every benefit that we want to hand to 
a Federal worker, we’re going to have 
to take that money from somewhere; 
and we’re going to have to take it from 
the American people’s pockets to give 
it to someone else. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. ISSA. I yield an additional 30 
seconds to the gentleman. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I appreciate what 
Mr. ISSA is proposing here. Let’s re-
member that it’s the American people’s 
money. It’s not Congress’ money. It’s 
the American people’s money. At a 
time of deficit, now is not the time to 
go out and spend billions of more dol-
lars when we’re so far in debt. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, I am pre-
pared to close and continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
California has 2 minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts has 
30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, I yield my-
self the remaining time. 

Madam Chair, I just want to review 
one more time why we believe that 
doing this within the existing means of 
the program dollars that are already 
available to the Federal workforce is a 
commonsense compromise. 

Meeting the majority halfway, recog-
nizing that 14 million Americans are 
making no money, except for their un-
employment insurance, and those who 
are making so much less this year de-
mand that we find ways not to increase 
our spending. So, Madam Chair, I 
would just like to review one last time. 
The Federal workforce, if you’ve been 
in for only 3 years, you have 4 weeks of 
paid vacation and 13 days, which is 
nearly 3 weeks, of sick leave per year. 
You already have that every year. Isn’t 
it family values to be willing to give up 
some of that to be able to stay with 
your family? Why wouldn’t you use 
some of that first? 

Madam Chair, I want to recognize 
that the Federal workforce is a good 
workforce, and we want it to be a great 
workforce. But at a time in which 14 
million Americans are looking for jobs, 
we are actually not having a hard time 
finding people who would like to come 
to work for the Federal Government. 
We’re offering jobs. We’re hiring. We’re 
growing. So if we’re ever going to need 
an inducement, it will be at a boom 
time, at a time in which we have to 
compete against higher salaries and bo-
nuses, not at a time in which Ameri-
cans are suffering and being laid off in 
record numbers. 

Lastly, Madam Chair, I would like to 
refer to the President’s statement, 
which was quite a weak statement, in 
support of this bill. He recites the bill 
and then says, ‘‘The administration is 
currently reviewing existing Federal 
leave policies to determine the extent 
of their gaps and limitations. The ad-
ministration looks forward to working 
with Congress to refine the details of 
this legislation to make sure it meets 
the needs of the Federal agencies and 
employees, as well as their families.’’ 

Madam Chair, what that says to me 
is, this is not the right bill. They’d like 
to work with us to make it better. 
Hopefully this amendment will make it 
better here today. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, for the 

purpose of closing, I would like to yield 
the balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) 
who, along with Congressman HOYER, 
has championed this bill for the past 15 
years. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
New York is recognized for 30 seconds. 

b 1900 

Mrs. MALONEY. I appreciate my col-
leagues’ hard work and effort, but I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 
The amendment would do absolutely 
nothing but maintain the status quo. It 
asks Federal employees to continue to 
cobble together sick and annual leave 
if they want to get a paycheck while 
they care for their new child. 

This policy does not help relatively 
new employees, younger workers, or 
those with health problems who have 
little accrued leave to draw on. And it 
also puts the health and well-being of 
our employees and their families at 
risk. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired. 

Mrs. MALONEY. I would like to 
place in the RECORD the Statement of 
Administration Policy. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

H.R. 626—FEDERAL EMPLOYEES PAID PARENTAL 
LEAVE ACT OF 2009 

(Rep. Maloney, D–New York, and 55 
cosponsors) 

The Administration supports the goal of 
H.R. 626, which would provide Federal em-
ployees with access to paid leave upon the 
birth, adoption, or fostering of a child. 

Being able to spend time at home with a 
new child is a critical part of building a 
strong family. The initial bonding between 
parents and their new child is essential to 
healthy child-development and providing a 
firm foundation for the child’s success in 
life. Measures that support these relation-
ships strengthen our families, our commu-
nities, and our nation. The Federal govern-
ment should reflect its commitment to these 
core values by helping Federal employees to 
care for their families as well as serve the 
public. Providing paid parental leave has 
been successfully employed by a number of 
private-sector employers, and can help to 
make job opportunities accessible to more 
workers. 

The Administration is currently reviewing 
existing Federal leave policies to determine 
the extent of their gaps and limitations. The 
Administration looks forward to working 
with Congress to refine the details of this 
legislation to make sure it meets the needs 
of Federal agencies and employees, as well as 
their families. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ISSA). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. AL GREEN 
OF TEXAS 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 111–133. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. AL GREEN 
of Texas: 

Page 4, line 19, strike ‘‘and’’. 

Page 4, after line 19, insert the following: 
‘‘(v) the impact of increased paid parental 

leave on lower-income and economically dis-
advantaged employees and their children; 
and’’ 
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Page 4, line 20, strike ‘‘(v)’’ and insert 

‘‘(vi)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 501, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. AL GREEN) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Chair, I yield myself such time as I 
might consume. 

Madam Chair, this bill allows OPM, 
that is the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment, to increase the amount of paid 
parental leave up to 8 weeks. It allows 
this after considering a variety of fac-
tors: benefits to the Federal Govern-
ment, cost to the Federal Government, 
trends in the private sector, the gov-
ernment’s role as a model employer, 
and such other factors as the director 
considers necessary. 

This amendment, Madam Chair, will 
require the Office of Personnel Man-
agement to consider the needs of some 
of our lower-level employees. This 
amendment would not require any ad-
ditional funding. It merely requires the 
office to consider the impact that in-
creasing the number of weeks will have 
on some of our lower-level employees. 

Now, I would like to introduce a term 
that I’m not exceedingly pleased with. 
It is called a ‘‘poverty spell.’’ A pov-
erty spell is defined as entering pov-
erty for at least 2 months. Twenty-five 
percent of all poverty spells begin with 
the birth of a child, 25 percent. I would 
also note that 78 percent of the persons 
who are eligible for FMA, this leave 
that we have been discussing today, do 
not take it because they cannot afford 
to lose a paycheck. 

No one should go into poverty be-
cause of the birth of a child if we can 
prevent it. This bill will help many of 
our lower-level employees avoid a pov-
erty spell. 

I will reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, because 

there is no objection to this common-
sense evaluation as to the low-income 
and economically disadvantaged, we 
claim in opposition and then yield back 
immediately. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Chair, I will yield to the manager such 
time as he may consume. 

Mr. LYNCH. I want to thank the gen-
tleman for his thoughtful and prudent 
amendment, and we are prepared to ac-
cept it at this time. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. At this 
time, Madam Chair, I’m grateful to Mr. 
LYNCH. I’m also grateful to Mrs. 
MALONEY for her outstanding work on 
this. It has been a tireless effort over 
many years, and I’m honored that they 
are accepting this amendment. And I 
am going to ask all of my colleagues to 
please vote for it if a recorded vote is 
called for. I shall not be calling for one. 

I yield back. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. AL GREEN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. BRIGHT 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 111–133. 

Mr. BRIGHT. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. BRIGHT: 
At the end of the bill insert the following: 

SEC. 5. CLARIFICATION FOR MEMBERS OF THE 
NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVES. 

(a) EXECUTIVE BRANCH EMPLOYEES.—For 
purposes of determining the eligibility of an 
employee who is a member of the National 
Guard or Reserves to take leave under para-
graph (1)(A) or (B) of section 6382(a) of title 
5, United States Code, or to substitute such 
leave pursuant to paragraph (2) of such sec-
tion (as added by section 2), any service by 
such employee on active duty (as defined in 
section 6381(7) of such title) shall be counted 
as service as an employee for purposes of sec-
tion 6381(1)(B) of such title. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOYEES.—For pur-
poses of determining the eligibility of a cov-
ered employee (as such term is defined in 
section 101(3) of the Congressional Account-
ability Act) who is a member of the National 
Guard or Reserves to take leave under sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) of section 102(a)(1) of 
the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 
(pursuant to section 202(a)(1) of the Congres-
sional Accountability Act), or to substitute 
such leave pursuant to subsection (d) of sec-
tion 202 of such Act (as added by section 3), 
any service by such employee on active duty 
(as defined in section 101(14) of the Family 
and Medical Leave Act of 1993) shall be 
counted as time during which such employee 
has been employed in an employing office for 
purposes of section 202(a)(2)(B) of the Con-
gressional Accountability Act. 

(c) GAO AND LIBRARY OF CONGRESS EM-
PLOYEES.—For purposes of determining the 
eligibility of an employee of the Government 
Accountability Office or Library of Congress 
who is a member of the National Guard or 
Reserves to take leave under subparagraph 
(A) or (B) of section 102(a)(1) of the Family 
and Medical Leave Act of 1993, or to sub-
stitute such leave pursuant to paragraph (3) 
of section 102(d) of such Act (as added by sec-
tion 4), any service by such employee on ac-
tive duty (as defined in section 101(14) of 
such Act) shall be counted as time during 
which such employee has been employed for 
purposes of section 101(2)(A) of such Act. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 501, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BRIGHT) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. BRIGHT. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Chair, I rise today in support 
of my amendment to the Federal Em-
ployees Paid Parental Leave Act. Put 
simply, this amendment would ensure 
that Federal employees called to active 
duty in the National Guard or Reserves 
are not penalized for their service. It 
would clarify the intent of the bill so 
that these individuals can count the 
time they serve in active duty towards 
the time they are employed so they 
may remain eligible for the benefits 
under this bill. 

Too often we have seen our service-
men and women across all branches de-

nied the benefits they rightly deserve 
due to governmental red tape. There is 
absolutely no reason that National 
Guard or reservists should be denied 
any of the benefits they deserve after 
honorably serving their country. 

Again, this amendment will allow 
members of the Guard and Reserve to 
be able to count the time they were de-
ployed towards their total time of em-
ployment. If passed, this amendment 
will give the men and women who have 
served our country needed time with 
their newborns and tend to their fam-
ily responsibilities after a birth. This 
time is even more important when you 
consider that these warriors have al-
ready spent months on end away from 
their families. 

Madam Chair, this amendment is 
simple and straightforward. It clarifies 
the intent of the bill for our guardsmen 
and our guardswomen and our reserv-
ists and ensures that they won’t be pe-
nalized for their service to our great 
country. 

I urge its passage. 
I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, although we 

do not object to this, we claim the time 
in opposition. 

The CHAIR. Without objection, the 
gentleman from California is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ISSA. Madam Chair, briefly, this 

amendment seems to be a good one 
that would try to clarify some of the 
many, many, many, many elements of 
this bill that were not worked through 
thoroughly in committee, so I applaud 
the gentleman. I believe that, in fact, if 
we would have done more of this in 
committee, if more people would have 
looked and said, We want, as the com-
mittee that is charged by the Congress 
to fight waste, fraud, and abuse, that, 
in fact, if we had tightened up this bill 
much better earlier, we would have 
been more accountable to the tax-
payers. 

So I applaud the gentleman and rec-
ommend that this be voted positively. 

I yield back all time. 
Mr. BRIGHT. Madam Chair, I would 

yield 1 minute of my time to Mr. 
LYNCH. 

Mr. LYNCH. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I also thank the gentleman from Ala-
bama for his thoughtful amendment. 
This amendment makes certain that 
Federal employees who are members of 
the National Guard or Reserve will re-
main eligible for this benefit and be 
able to care for their newborn children 
in the same manner as all other em-
ployees. I thank the gentleman for his 
astute observations and his clarifica-
tion. 

I urge the Members to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. BRIGHT. Madam Chair, in clos-
ing, I would like to thank Congress-
woman MALONEY from New York. 
Thank you very much for your hard 
work on this, and also Chairman 
TOWNS and his staff on the Oversight 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 04:00 Jun 05, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00080 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04JN7.079 H04JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6237 June 4, 2009 
and Government Reform Committee 
for their attention to this issue and for 
working with my staff to draft this 
amendment. I would also like to thank 
Chairwoman SLAUGHTER on the Rules 
Committee for ruling in favor of the 
amendment and allowing me to offer it 
on the floor today. Finally, I want to 
thank my colleagues for their con-
tinuing support and commitment on 
this issue. And, again, I urge all my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 

I yield back my time. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. BRIGHT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. ISSA 

The CHAIR. The unfinished business 
is the demand for a recorded vote on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ISSA) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIR. A recorded vote has been 
demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 157, noes 258, 
not voting 24, as follows: 

[Roll No. 308] 

AYES—157 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Childers 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 

Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 

McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Minnick 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 

Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 

Turner 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 

Wilson (SC) 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—258 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Boccieri 
Boren 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Cao 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Faleomavaega 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 

Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Norton 
Nye 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pierluisi 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wexler 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—24 

Baca 
Bachmann 
Barrett (SC) 

Blumenauer 
Bordallo 
Boswell 

Boyd 
Capuano 
Carter 

Courtney 
Davis (IL) 
Giffords 
Hinojosa 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 

Johnson (GA) 
Marchant 
Rogers (MI) 
Ruppersberger 
Sablan 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Skelton 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Wilson (OH) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 

The CHAIR (during the vote). There 
are 2 minutes remaining in this vote. 

b 1934 

Messrs. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, 
RODRIGUEZ, PALLONE, BERMAN, 
HILL, SCOTT of Georgia, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Mrs. 
MALONEY changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mrs. BACHMANN. Madam Chair, on rollcall 

No. 308, had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chair, on rollcall No. 
308, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Ms. GIFFORDS. Madam Chair, on rollcall 
No. 308, I arrived on the floor and the vote 
had closed. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

The CHAIR. There being no further 
amendments, under the rule, the Com-
mittee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER) having assumed the chair, 
Ms. DEGETTE, Chair of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 626) to provide that 4 of the 12 
weeks of parental leave made available 
to a Federal employee shall be paid 
leave, and for other purposes, pursuant 
to House Resolution 501, she reported 
the bill back to the House with sundry 
amendments adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment reported from the Com-
mittee of the Whole? If not, the Chair 
will put them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. ISSA. In its present form, yes, I 
am. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Issa moves to recommit the bill H.R. 

626 to the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform with instructions to report 
the bill back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendment: 
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At the end of the bill, add the following: 

SEC. 5. LIMITATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this Act, if the deficit for 
fiscal year 2009 or any subsequent fiscal year 
exceeds $500,000,000,000, the amendments 
made by this Act shall terminate as of the 
30th day of the next fiscal year thereafter. 

(b) DEFICIT DEFINED.—For purposes of this 
section, the ‘‘deficit’’ for a fiscal year is the 
amount by which total outlays of the Gov-
ernment for such fiscal year exceed total re-
ceipts of the Government for such fiscal 
year, if at all. 

Mr. ISSA (during the reading). 
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the motion to recommit be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from California is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, the mo-

tion to recommit would ensure that 
nearly 14 million Americans who have 
lost their jobs will not see an addi-
tional 1, 2 or $4 billion of the new bene-
fits paid to Federal workers unless this 
Congress is able to get its house in 
order. 

Under the motion to recommit, we 
recognize that according to the Office 
of Management and Budget the deficit 
is currently approximately $1.841 tril-
lion. The motion will very simply tie 
the enactment of this new and expen-
sive and overly generous benefit to the 
national debt. 

The motion dictates that if the def-
icit for any fiscal year exceeds $500 bil-
lion, the act will then terminate on the 
30th day of the next fiscal year. 

Madam Speaker, in a commonsense 
way, it means we can have this expen-
sive—we object to it—but this expen-
sive new benefit go into effect this 
year, but if this House and this Con-
gress cannot get its house in order in 
the following years, then this act 
would not continue. 

We believe that this is the last and 
best effort to try to reach a com-
promise to allow the majority to have 
its way on this expensive, new benefit 
but not allow it to continue on the 
backs of 14 million unemployed Ameri-
cans, until or unless we’re able to bring 
the deficit at least in line with where it 
was just two short years ago. 

Madam Speaker, in closing I believe 
that the majority in this case has ig-
nored one after another commonsense 
opportunities to amend this bill. In 
committee, we were shut out; here on 

the floor, each of our amendments, in-
cluding one that would have simply al-
lowed for every Federal worker to have 
12 weeks of paid medical leave in the 
case of the birth, adoption or taking on 
of a foster child, but to do so with ex-
isting benefits, including sick leave, 
even allowing them to borrow sick 
leave. 

Since that’s been rejected, our mo-
tion to recommit seeks only to recog-
nize that this new benefit on the backs 
of 14 million unemployed Americans 
and countless millions who are making 
much less this year than last year can-
not be sustained if we cannot bring our 
fiscal house in order. 

And with that, I would urge passage 
of the motion to recommit. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LYNCH. Madam Speaker, I claim 

the time in opposition to the motion to 
recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Speaker, I op-
pose the motion to recommit for the 
basic reason that it guts the entire bill. 
If this amendment were to pass, we 
would leave Federal employees exactly 
where we find them today. 

I also want to comment on the me-
chanics of the motion to recommit. It 
basically prohibits paying parental 
leave to Federal employees until the 
deficit is below $500 billion. I view it, I 
guess, that somehow that is the jus-
tification for not extending these bene-
fits. 

However, history and the evidence 
before us does not support this posi-
tion. It’s disingenuous. 

I just want to point out a couple of 
things. Briefly, I just want to lay out 
what the record is here. My friends 
from the other side of the aisle have 
been consistent, and I give them credit 
for that. Whether we have been pro-
jecting a surplus or a deficit, the Mem-
bers from the Republican Party have 
been opposed to this parental leave 
under every circumstance that we 
could possibly face here. 

When during the Clinton administra-
tion we had projected surpluses, the 
Republican Members opposed parental 
leave. In June of 2008 when the major-
ity of the Republicans opposed this im-
portant benefit, the unemployment 
rate was only 5.6 percent, and we had a 
very strong economy. 

During the 109th Congress when Re-
publicans again refused to bring this 
legislation to the floor, the unemploy-
ment rate was never higher than 5.4 
percent. 

During the 108th Congress when the 
Republicans again refused to bring pa-
rental leave to the floor, the unemploy-
ment rate was averaging about 5.8 per-
cent. 

During the 107th Congress when the 
Republicans refused to bring this legis-
lation to the floor, the unemployment 
rate never rose above 6 percent and was 
below 4.5 percent for most of 2001. 

And again, during the 106th Congress 
when Republicans refused to bring leg-

islation to the floor for parental leave, 
the unemployment rate hovered around 
4 percent, which most economists be-
lieve is near full employment. 

So, regardless of the circumstances, 
my friends—and again, I commend you 
for your consistency—you have op-
posed parental leave, which is a basic 
and decent benefit for folks in three 
circumstances: When they have the 
birth of a child, Federal employees 
have a birth of a child; the adoption of 
a child; or taking a child in for foster 
care. 

Those are the narrow set of cir-
cumstances that this benefit is applied 
to. Madam Speaker, this is the 15th 
year—15 years ago this bill was 
brought to this floor, and it’s been op-
posed by my friends on the other side 
of the aisle for that 15 years, and we all 
know our positions, and with that, I 
ask the Members to support this meas-
ure. 

Mr. ISSA. I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

b 1945 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ISSA. Madam Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 171, noes 241, 
not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 309] 

AYES—171 

Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell 

Cantor 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Chaffetz 
Childers 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 

Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
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Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Minnick 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 

Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Perriello 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 

Schock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—241 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Boccieri 
Boren 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Cao 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Giffords 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 

Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 

Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 

Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 

Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 

Weiner 
Welch 
Wexler 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—21 

Baca 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Camp 
Capuano 
Carter 
Conyers 

Courtney 
Davis (IL) 
Hinojosa 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Kennedy 
Marchant 

Rogers (MI) 
Ruppersberger 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Skelton 
Sullivan 
Wilson (OH) 

b 2003 

Mr. HALL of New York changed his 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. ADLER of New Jersey and 
CUELLAR changed their vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 258, noes 154, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 20, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 310] 

AYES—258 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Adler (NJ) 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Boccieri 
Boren 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 

Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Driehaus 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Giffords 
Gonzalez 
Gordon (TN) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 

Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kilroy 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Luján 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (NY) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nye 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 

Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wexler 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOES—154 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Cassidy 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Fallin 
Flake 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Guthrie 
Hall (TX) 
Harper 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kanjorski 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee (NY) 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 

Miller, Gary 
Minnick 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Olson 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Walden 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
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ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Kaptur 

NOT VOTING—20 

Baca 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Camp 
Capuano 
Carter 
Courtney 

Davis (IL) 
Hinojosa 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Marchant 
Rogers (MI) 
Ruppersberger 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Skelton 
Sullivan 
Waters 
Wilson (OH) 

b 2011 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Speaker, due to the 
fact that I had to return to my district for family 
reasons, I was unable to take rollcall votes 
308, 309, and 310. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote 308; 
‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote 309; and ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall 
vote 310, in favor of final passage of H.R. 
626, The Federal Employees Paid Parental 
Leave Act of 2009. 

f 

RECOGNIZING TOYS FOR TOTS 
LITERACY PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAFFEI). The unfinished business is the 
question on suspending the rules and 
agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 232. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
TONKO) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 232. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the resolu-
tion was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. CANTOR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CANTOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland, the majority 
leader, for the purpose of announcing 
next week’s schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
from Virginia for yielding. 

On Monday, the House will meet at 
12:30 p.m. for morning-hour debate and 
at 2 p.m. for legislative business with 
votes postponed until 6:30 p.m. 

This transparency issue has appar-
ently come up again. 

On Tuesday, the House will meet at 
10:30 a.m. for morning-hour debate and 
at noon for legislative business. On 
Wednesday and Thursday, the House 
will meet at 10 a.m. for legislative 
business. On Friday, as is usual, the 
House will meet at 9 a.m. for legisla-
tive business. 

We will consider several bills under 
suspension of the rules. The complete 

list of the suspension bills will be an-
nounced by the close of business to-
morrow. 

In addition, we will consider Rep-
resentative BETTY SUTTON’S bill, the 
Consumer Assistance to Recycle and 
Save Act of 2009; H.R. 2410, the Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act for fiscal 
years 2010 and 2011; and H.R. 1886, the 
Pakistan Enduring Assistance and Co-
operation Enhancement Act of 2009. 

We will also expect to consider a con-
ference report on H.R. 2346, the supple-
mental appropriation bill. I was hoping 
to consider that tomorrow, but discus-
sions between the Senate and the 
House have not been concluded. 

I yield back. 
Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-

tleman that he just referred to and an-
nounced that we would be considering 
the war funding supplemental con-
ference report next week. I would ask 
the gentleman: Does he expect the very 
controversial Senate-passed provision 
providing for the IMF money to be in-
cluded in the conference report? 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
As you know, the Senate added the 

IMF funding to the bill. It is a loan 
guaranty. We expect the probability 
that there will be no out-of-pocket 
money for the United States, but there 
is a loan guaranty to the IMF. 

As you know, the G–20 met. Our 
President, obviously, participated in 
that meeting of the G–20 with 19 other 
leaders of major nations in the world, 
talking about how we can bring not 
only each individual country out of the 
recession but, in some cases, depression 
that some countries are in; that there 
was a need to invest sums in assisting 
particularly smaller, poorer countries 
to try to recover from the devastation 
that has occurred by, in some cases, 
the very sharp economic downturn of 
the larger, more prosperous countries. 

b 2015 

The G–20 agreed that they would 
come up with $500 billion. The United 
States, the wealthiest of the G–20 by 
far, has a 20 percent share of that. The 
President agreed that the United 
States would, with the G–20, meet its 
part of the obligation that had been 
agreed upon. The Senate included that. 
And the answer to the gentleman’s 
question is, I fully expect that to be in 
the supplemental that we’ll consider on 
the floor. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
And, Mr. Speaker, I say to the gen-

tleman that the belief on our side is 
the purpose of the war funding bills 
should be to provide our troops with 
the support they need, not this con-
troversial global bailout money. Mr. 
Speaker, I would say more than that, 
what we believe is—currently from the 
reports is that the bill would eliminate 
$5 billion from the defense spending di-
rectly for our troops and provide that 
$5 billion credit towards the guarantee 

that the United States would have to 
provide to the IMF. 

Mr. Speaker, even further, we under-
stand that in this provision in the bill, 
in essence we would be providing for 
more money for foreign countries in 
terms of a global bailout than we 
would be for our own troops. 

And the even more troubling part to 
many of us, Mr. Speaker, is the fact 
that the IMF program allows eligi-
bility for countries like Iran, Ven-
ezuela, Zimbabwe, Burma and others. 
And that these countries, Mr. Speaker, 
are not necessarily in pursuit of poli-
cies that help the national security of 
this country. And given the fact that 
our President has said we don’t have 
the money, how is it, Mr. Speaker—and 
I would ask the gentleman—does he 
think that we ought to be delaying the 
funding of our troops by including the 
provisions that we’ve just spoken of? 
And I yield. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The gentleman’s premise is incorrect. 
None of us on this side think we ought 
to delay this bill. None of us. We be-
lieve that the troops need the funds, 
our President has asked for the funds, 
we’re for passing those funds. Very 
frankly, in the Senate, as you know, 
they added a lot of extraneous matters. 
Some Republicans added extraneous 
matters that, very frankly, we’re not 
happy about on this side of the aisle. 
Large sums of money which have noth-
ing to do with the troops. They were 
added because those Members of the 
Senate, who happen to be very high- 
ranking Republicans, believe those 
matters are very important. 

Furthermore, let me say to the gen-
tleman we just honored a President 
that you believe was a great President 
of the United States. We honored him 
yesterday with a statue. I know you’ll 
be interested in some quotes from that 
President: 

‘‘I have an unbreakable commitment 
to increased funding for IMF.’’ Ronald 
Reagan, September 7, 1983. 

He went on to say in that same 
speech, ‘‘The IMF is the linchpin of the 
international financial system.’’ 

He went on to say on July 14, ‘‘The 
IMF has been a cornerstone of U.S. for-
eign economic policy under Republican 
and Democratic administrations for 
nearly 40 years.’’ That was, of course, 
in 1983. 

I suggest to the gentleman it has 
continued for the 26 years after that. 

And it remains, he said, a corner-
stone of the foreign economic policy of 
this administration. 

Another President on September 25, 
1990, said this: George Bush, President 
of the United States, ‘‘The IMF and 
World Bank, given their central role in 
the world economy, are key to helping 
all of us through this situation by pro-
viding a combination of policy advice 
and financial assistance.’’ September 
25, 1990, 

He went on to say, ‘‘As we seek to ex-
tend and expand growth in the world 
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economy, the debt problems faced by 
developing countries are central to the 
agenda of the IMF. The international 
community’s strengthened approach to 
these problems has truly provided new 
hope for debtor nations.’’ 

I would suggest to you, also, that 11 
of the Members—which is to say ap-
proximately a little over 25 percent of 
the votes, Republican votes in the 
United States Senate—supported this 
legislation in this bill. So it came to us 
in a bipartisan fashion from the United 
States Senate. 

Our President has indicated that the 
United States of America will in fact 
participate with the other 19 leading 
industrial nations of this world in try-
ing to lift out of the mire of economic 
distress some countries whose distress 
will impact our recovery as well. 

That is why I say to my friend no 
one, no one, no one wants to delay this 
bill. I would hope that we have the 368 
votes that voted for this bill the first 
time it passed intact when it comes 
and be consistent with the principles 
enunciated by Ronald Reagan and 
George Bush in the 1990s. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

And first of all, there is obviously a 
delay in this bill. We were expecting to 
see the bill and the war supplemental 
for our troops to come through tomor-
row, and I would ask the gentleman, 
number one, does he know the amount 
of support given to the IMF back when 
Ronald Reagan made those quotes? 
That’s number one. 

And is it appropriate in a war-spend-
ing bill for the taxpayers of this coun-
try to be guaranteeing $108 billion dol-
lars to the IMF when we’re only pro-
viding our troops $80-some billion? So 
that’s more than we’re providing our 
troops for a global bailout. And that is 
the first line of questioning, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Secondly, does he expect to produce 
more than the 200 votes that the gen-
tleman’s side produced on the first go- 
round on this supplemental bill? Be-
cause if not, then he would need to 
have some support from this side of the 
aisle. And Mr. Speaker, I would say to 
the gentleman, the New York Times 
has pointed out May 27, Hezbollah, the 
Shiite militant group, has talked with 
the IMF and the European Union about 
continued financial support. 

So is he aware that this money that 
we are affording the IMF to extend to 
countries who are in need would in-
clude countries where Hezbollah would 
have some impact on the disbursal of 
those funds? 

And I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
The last time Iran got money from 

the United States of America was 1984. 
You recall who was President of the 
United States in 1984, I’m sure. That 
was the last time Iran got money from 
the United States—excuse me, from the 
IMF. 

With respect to your second observa-
tion, the gentleman knows how the 

IMF works. The gentleman knows the 
United States is involved, as are the 
other countries, in overseeing the dis-
tribution of IMF funds. There is no in-
tention—and there will be no action, 
certainly, that the United States would 
support—to give any assistance. 

I don’t know whether they’ve talked 
to the IMF or not. The gentleman may 
have more information than I do. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time. 

I will tell the gentleman, New York 
Times, May 27, 2009, pointed out 
Hezbollah, the Shiite militant group 
involved in Lebanon and its govern-
ment, had talks with the IMF to dis-
cuss the possibility of the extension of 
credit. And are we not, I would ask the 
gentleman, affording the IMF the abil-
ity to extend credit to groups such as 
that, in countries such as that, as well 
as the potential for countries to access 
the credit, including Iran, Venezuela, 
Zimbabwe, Burma, et cetera? 

We are very, very concerned. There is 
a real possibility that some of the 
world’s worst regimes will have access 
to additional resources that will be 
provided to the IMF, and is he not con-
cerned about that? 

And I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. Of course. We’re all con-

cerned about the fact that any money 
would go to those regimes. The fact of 
the matter is the IMF could have given 
to very bad regimes during the Reagan 
administration or the Bush administra-
tion. The reason the Reagan adminis-
tration and the first Bush administra-
tion—and I might say, although I don’t 
have a quote from the second Bush ad-
ministration, the second Bush adminis-
tration, as well, was a supporter of the 
IMF as the gentleman, perhaps, knows. 

The fact of the matter is the United 
States will play a very significant role 
in the decisionmaking of the IMF be-
cause we’re a very significant contrib-
utor. It is a red herring, from my per-
spective, to raise the fact that money 
could go somewhere. Of course money 
could go somewhere. 

Mr. CANTOR. Reclaiming. 
Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman is 

going to reclaim his time—the gen-
tleman asked me a question. 

Any money that we appropriate 
could go any place. It could go to a bad 
place. We don’t want it to go to a bad 
place. And I don’t think any of the 19 
other nations want it to go to 
Hezbollah or other organizations that 
might be negative in the use of those 
funds as far as we’re concerned. 

What we do want, however—and 
that’s what Ronald Reagan was talking 
about, that’s what George Bush was 
talking about, and that’s what Presi-
dent Obama is talking about—we do 
want to see the international economy 
rebound as well because it impacts on 
us as we impact very severely on it. 
That is why the G–20 made this deter-
mination. 

I yield back. 
Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman. 

I just say to Mr. Speaker, he points 
out the difficulty that the U.S. tax-
payers will have in holding accountable 
this Congress and the IMF for the di-
rection of that spending. And given the 
unprecedented economic situation this 
country and its taxpayers are facing, it 
is a belief on our side of the aisle that 
we ought not be extending the ability 
to the IMF to extend $108 billion when 
the primary purpose of this particular 
piece of legislation is to provide sup-
port for our troops. And let’s get on 
with it, Mr. Speaker, I would say to the 
gentleman. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would also say 
to the gentleman that today, the 
Speaker of the House acknowledged 
that she is continuing to receive na-
tional intelligence briefings from the 
CIA. Now, Mr. Speaker, as the gen-
tleman knows, the Speaker has made 
serious allegations about the CIA’s 
truthfulness to Congress in the brief-
ings. As the gentleman also knows, the 
Speaker of the House is one of only 
four Members of this body who receives 
the highest level of briefings from the 
CIA in accordance with the practices of 
this body in our oversight capacities. 
These briefings, Mr. Speaker, are an es-
sential part of the House’s oversight 
responsibility of the Nation’s intel-
ligence, and in fact, our national secu-
rity. 

So I ask the gentleman that, in ac-
cordance with the custom of this 
House, shouldn’t the House tempo-
rarily designate a replacement for the 
Speaker in these briefings to maintain 
the integrity of our oversight? And I 
yield. 

Mr. HOYER. Absolutely not. Nobody 
has questioned the Speaker’s integrity. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
respond to the gentleman. If the 
Speaker has alleged that there is un-
truthfulness, if there is a lack of can-
dor on the part of those giving the 
briefings, isn’t it somehow compro-
mising in those briefings the national 
security of our country? And I yield. 

Mr. HOYER. Absolutely not. There is 
no belief, I think, of anybody in this 
House, I hope—and I certainly do not 
believe that in any way the Speaker 
has ever, nor would she ever com-
promise in any way the security of our 
country, the security of our troops, and 
the security of our people, period. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
respond to the gentleman and say, 
what has changed? Because the Speak-
er has made very serious allegations 
about the veracity of the briefings that 
are given by the CIA, and if we are to 
believe that she is correct, shouldn’t 
we be either having an investigation of 
those allegations, or is it that she has 
now changed her mind and believes 
that the briefings are worthwhile be-
cause we can count on the veracity of 
the information given in those brief-
ings? And I yield. 

b 2030 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 
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I must say, I really have difficulty 

following the gentleman’s reasoning, 
with all due respect. The fact of the 
matter is that we have oversight. I see 
Mr. HOEKSTRA on the floor. I don’t 
know that Mr. REYES is on the floor. 
But we have a mechanism for oversight 
of the CIA and of our intelligence 
units. My presumption is that intel-
ligence oversight is, in fact, working. I 
certainly hope it’s working. My expec-
tation and belief is that it is working. 
The fact of the matter is that a number 
of people on both sides of the aisle have 
raised questions from time to time 
with respect to the information they 
have received. Vice President Cheney 
on television just the other day made 
some allegations with respect to infor-
mation that he had received. The fact 
of the matter is that it seems to me 
that the gentleman somehow inter-
prets the fact that somebody in an in-
telligence agency may have given 
wrong information—may have—that 
somehow the receiver of the informa-
tion is the guilty party. I cannot follow 
that reasoning, I tell my friend from 
Virginia. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman 

again, hasn’t the Speaker of this 
House—not just any Member, but the 
Speaker of the House, second in line to 
the President, the constitutional offi-
cer presiding in this House—hasn’t she 
indicated her belief and her position 
that there has been a pattern of mis-
leading information given to this body 
by the CIA? And if that is the case, I 
would ask the gentleman, what value is 
it for the Speaker then to engage in 
these briefings if she cannot trust the 
veracity of the information? 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman’s rea-
soning continues to somewhat con-
found me. The fact of the matter is, I 
am hopeful that the intelligence agen-
cies are, in fact, giving accurate assess-
ments of what they believe to be the 
situation as it relates to America’s na-
tional security interests to the Speak-
er and to any others that they might 
brief, including myself from time to 
time. I expect that to be the case. I 
think the Speaker expects it to be the 
case. I’m sure that every other person 
being briefed expects it to be the case. 
I certainly hope that it is the case. But 
whether it is the case or not, the gen-
tleman’s logic, therefore, that the 
Speaker shouldn’t listen I don’t follow. 

Mr. CANTOR. I reclaim my time to 
try and clarify my logic, Mr. Speaker. 

I think the gentleman and I both 
agree that we have heard the Speaker 
indicate her position that she is not 
being told the truth. And if she con-
tinues to have the briefings, has some-
thing changed? Has something been re-
stored to the process that there is in-
tegrity in these briefings? And if so, 
does that mean that the Speaker of the 
House has retracted her position that 
somehow we’ve been misled by the 
CIA? 

I would yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 

The gentleman continues to state his 
position. I continue to tell him that his 
reasoning confounds me; and, there-
fore, I find it not worthwhile to repeat 
it for a fourth time. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 
for his patience and would say, again, 
that we have still not given the Amer-
ican people the transparency on this 
issue that they deserve. The Speaker of 
this House has made allegations in a 
very serious way about our intelligence 
community. This House is given the 
oversight responsibility for our Na-
tion’s intelligence structure and oper-
ation. We all are here sworn to uphold 
our duty in that respect and the para-
mount duty of this body, to ensure this 
Nation’s security. It is our belief that 
we should get to the bottom of this. We 
should have some sense of an investiga-
tion that can ensue to understand why 
the Speaker made such allegations. 
That is our position, Mr. Speaker. And 
if the gentleman doesn’t agree that 
there needs to be something to shed 
some light on this on behalf of the peo-
ple, then I guess we agree to disagree. 

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CANTOR. I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I will repeat, we have a 

mechanism to do exactly what the gen-
tleman suggests, finding out whether 
the truth has been told with respect to 
the briefings. Obviously there are dif-
ferences of opinion. The gentleman 
knows that Senator Graham, a former 
chairman of the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, says that he was not 
briefed on the issues in question. He is 
a former governor of Florida, a re-
spected Member of the United States 
Senate, mentioned for the presidency 
of the United States, a gentleman for 
whom I have great respect, as I have 
great respect for the Speaker. There is 
a mechanism that is in place, that is 
available; and I would certainly hope, 
very frankly, that the committee is, in 
fact, pursuing the facts as they per-
ceive them to be necessary to be dis-
closed. 

So there is a mechanism in place. I 
hope that mechanism is being pursued. 
But it does not relate to the Speaker. 
The gentleman wants to focus on the 
Speaker, in my opinion, for partisan 
reasons. 

Mr. CANTOR. I reclaim my time, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Again, the gentleman and I can have 
a discussion here without such allega-
tions being made on the floor. The po-
sition that we have taken is in re-
sponse to direct statements made by 
the Speaker. There is no partisan accu-
sation here. This is in response to di-
rect statements made by the Speaker. 
We have a situation that we need some 
type of independent third party to in-
tervene here. If there is ever an analo-
gous situation in a court of law when 
one party accuses another of not being 
truthful, there must be some way, 
some independent mechanism to deter-
mine whether and what was the truth. 
This is my question again, and the gen-
tleman may continue to be confounded. 

My question again is, what has 
changed? If the Speaker doubts the ve-
racity of the information she receives 
from the CIA but continues to receive 
that information, how is it that that 
process doesn’t harm the national secu-
rity of this country? 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HOYER. I continue to be con-

founded. I presume and hope, and the 
Speaker hopes, I’m sure, and everybody 
who receives information from the in-
telligence community believes and 
hopes that it is accurate and is as good 
an assessment and as honest an assess-
ment as can be given. Everyone hopes 
that. Mr. HOEKSTRA, who is on the 
floor, hopes that. Mr. REYES, who is the 
chairman of the committee, hopes 
that. I hope it when I am briefed. I am 
sure you do as well when you are 
briefed. But if it’s not, I don’t hold my-
self culpable, you culpable, Mr. HOEK-
STRA culpable or Mr. REYES culpable. 

So I continue to be confused that 
your focus is on the Speaker, not on 
the quality of the information. 

Mr. CANTOR. Reclaiming my time. 
Mr. HOYER. Every time you don’t 

like my answer, frankly, Mr. CANTOR, 
you reclaim your time. I regret that. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just respond to the gentleman. I am fo-
cusing on the Speaker because that’s 
where the statements came from. 

Mr. HOYER. No. The statements 
came from the CIA, apparently. 

Mr. CANTOR. The statements came 
from the Speaker that she believes she 
has been misled, and this Congress has 
been misled. And she said again today 
that she is continuing the process of 
being briefed. What has changed? I 
would ask the gentleman, what has 
changed in the Speaker’s mind that she 
continues to receive briefings when she 
alleges mistruths? 

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CANTOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. Let me pose to the gen-
tleman a question: 

The CIA briefs you. You believe the 
information that you have received is 
inaccurate. But on your premise if you 
say I believe it is inaccurate, the solu-
tion you suggest is that you no longer 
get briefed. That is what confounds me. 
That is what I think is perverse rea-
soning and with which I do not agree. 
That is my answer. I think this discus-
sion is not bearing fruit. 

Mr. CANTOR. Again, Mr. Speaker, I 
would respond by saying that the 
American people deserve some trans-
parency. We deserve to get to the bot-
tom of the very serious allegations 
that have been made about the CIA and 
their conduct in front of this body. 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

I yield back my time. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JUNE 
8, 2009 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
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House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for 
morning-hour debate, and further, 
when the House adjourns on that day, 
it adjourn to meet at 10:30 a.m. on 
Tuesday, June 9, 2009, for morning-hour 
debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

f 

PERMISSION TO FILE REPORT ON 
H.R. 2454, AMERICAN CLEAN EN-
ERGY AND SECURITY ACT 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce may 
have until 11:59 p.m. on Friday, June 5, 
to file its report to accompany H.R. 
2454. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

f 

GENERAL MOTORS AND HEALTH 
CARE REFORM 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DINGELL. We all know the ter-
rible situation in the auto industry and 
in the Nation in general. On Monday, 
General Motors filed for Chapter 11 
bankruptcy. I know that GM will 
emerge from the court poised to again 
lead the world in the automotive sec-
tor, but the process will be painful. The 
company will cut 21,000 employees, 34 
percent of its workforce; and this does 
not include elimination of 2,600 more 
dealers. Furthermore, it comes on the 
heels of Chrysler’s layoffs and 
downsizing. 

Unfortunately, this problem is not at 
an end. A recent study for the Center 
for Automotive Research shows that 
when you include jobs losses from sup-
pliers and other companies tied to GM 
and Chrysler, we could see 250,000 jobs, 
or more, lost over the next 19 months. 

This week GM announced they are 
closing the Willow Run transmission 
plant in Ypsilanti Township, Michigan, 
in my district, along with 13 other 
plants, six of them in Michigan. By 
2010, 1,110 more GM workers will lose 
their jobs in my district. This is associ-
ated with not just loss of jobs and re-
tirement, but loss of comprehensive 
health care for our people. This be-
comes now a major reason for us to 
pass major health care reform and a 
greater reason to see to it that we ad-
dress this problem of health care re-
form and legacy costs so that our in-
dustry will not be destroyed. 

f 

THE IMPORTANCE OF NUCLEAR 
ENERGY TO AMERICA 

(Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 

to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I listened with in-
terest to the President as he spoke in 
Egypt today. There are a lot of things 
to talk about, but in 1 minute you 
can’t talk about most of them. 

Let me just make one comment. It 
was interesting that the President 
made a very pointed statement that 
the country of Iran deserves to have 
the opportunity to use nuclear power 
in a peaceful way. I find it very inter-
esting that the President thought that 
that was a part of energy that he ought 
to emphasize overseas. 

My question is this: When will the 
President, when will his administra-
tion, when will this House understand 
that energy produced from nuclear 
power is appropriate not only for Iran 
and other countries around the world, 
but for the 50 States in the Union? 
When will the President understand 
that nuclear energy is a source that we 
ought to look at? And as the President 
gives us his various plans under the cli-
mate change rhetoric, why does he not 
realize the importance of nuclear en-
ergy for his own people? 

f 

STOP E-VERIFY DELAYS AND 
PROTECT AMERICAN WORKERS 
(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 13 
million Americans are out of work, but 
8 million illegal immigrants hold jobs 
in the United States. Yet the Obama 
administration has just delayed for the 
third time a requirement that Federal 
contractors use E-Verify to make sure 
that they hire legal workers. U.S. citi-
zens and legal immigrant workers 
should not have to compete with illegal 
immigrants for employment, especially 
taxpayer-funded Federal contract jobs. 
The Federal Government has several 
hundred billion dollars worth of con-
tracts, each with good jobs that right-
fully belong to American workers. E- 
Verify is the best tool to ensure job se-
curity for them. E-Verify works. It im-
mediately confirms 99.6 percent of 
work-eligible employees. More than 
127,000 companies now use E-Verify, 
and Federal contractors should be re-
quired to use it. The Obama adminis-
tration should put American workers 
first. They must stop delaying the re-
quirement that Federal contractors 
hire legal workers. 

f 

b 2045 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, Repub-
licans stand for health care reform, and 
there are a number of things that we 
think should be a part of it. 

Number 1, we want good intelligence. 
We want high technology so that 
Americans can figure out what are the 
best procedures, who are the best doc-
tors, who are the best providers, and 
what are the best prices. We think we 
should take advantage of all the IT 
that is out there. 

Number 2, we want medical savings 
accounts. We believe that the market 
should be put into action so that peo-
ple can save money and be incentivized 
to put some of that money in their 
pocket if they don’t spend it by the end 
of the day. 

Number 3, we don’t believe that 
health care decisions should be made 
by insurance companies, HMOs or 
Washington bureaucrats. 

Number 4, we believe there should be 
less frivolous lawsuits. We certainly 
want to protect the tort laws in Amer-
ica, but we don’t want frivolous law-
suits. 

Number 5, we believe the patient-doc-
tor relationship should be preserved 
and that we should not have a Brit- 
ish-, Canadian- or German-style cen-
tralized government planning where 
the doctor-patient relationship is de-
stroyed. 

f 

WHY ARE AUTOMOBILE 
DEALERSHIPS BEING CLOSED? 

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise tonight to express confusion and 
concern. For much of the week, I have 
tried to find an answer to the question 
about why automobile dealerships 
across the country are being closed. I 
thought maybe this week I would re-
turn to Washington, D.C., and find the 
solution, that someone would know 
and provide an explanation. I cannot 
understand how closing automobile 
dealerships, those who sell auto-
mobiles, is advantageous to the bottom 
line, the profit of General Motors or 
Chrysler. This can’t be a market-based 
decision. There must be some political 
consideration that is ongoing to en-
courage these dealerships to be closed. 

The closing of those dealerships is 
devastating to communities as well as 
the businesses that we are closing, and 
at the same time provide no economic 
improvement in the bottom line of our 
automobile manufacturers. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I again ask those of 
my colleagues and those at the White 
House, the automobile task force, is it 
a political consideration that is occur-
ring to encourage General Motors and 
Chrysler to disenfranchise their 
franchisees or is there some market- 
based decision on which this is based? 
And yet no one can provide that an-
swer. 

f 

THE INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE 
LACKS INFORMATION FROM THE 
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE 
(Mr. HOEKSTRA asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 
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Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I was 

listening to the colloquy this evening 
as we were talking about what next 
week might bring in terms of the busi-
ness. And as the majority leader and 
the minority whip were going through 
the process, the question that was 
asked was: Is the intelligence com-
mittee or was the intelligence com-
mittee assumed to be moving forward 
on investigating the allegations that 
the Speaker has made that the CIA, 
over a long period of time, consistently 
lied to Congress? 

I can inform the Members that now 
that process and that investigation is 
not going on because one of the things 
that has not happened is that the 
Speaker of the House has not outlined 
or directed the committee as to where 
she believes she was lied to over this 
period of time. And she has presented 
no evidence that backs up the claims 
that she has made. 

If that information is provided to the 
committee as to the direction and to 
the evidence that this action actually 
took place by the CIA, I think the com-
mittee hopefully would be ready to 
move forward. But at this point in 
time, we wouldn’t know what to take a 
look at, and we wouldn’t know what di-
rection to move in. 

f 

HONORING CARTERSVILLE HIGH 
SCHOOL FOR WINNING THE 2009 
GHSA STATE BASEBALL CHAM-
PIONSHIP 

(Mr. GINGREY of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to recognize a very talented 
group of young men from Cartersville, 
Georgia, in District 11. This past week-
end, the Cartersville High School Pur-
ple Hurricanes claimed the Class AAA 
Georgia High School Association State 
Baseball Championship. Success on the 
baseball diamond is nothing new for 
Cartersville High School, which has 
won back-to-back State titles and 
claimed five championships since 2001. 
However, this year’s title was extra 
sweet, as the Canes rallied back from a 
7–5 deficit in the third game of the 
championship series, defeating the Co-
lumbus Blue Devils, who were the third 
ranked high school team in the Nation. 
The final score was Cartersville 10, Co-
lumbus 7. 

I ask that all my colleagues join me 
in recognizing Coach Stuart Chester 
and the Cartersville High School base-
ball team for their successful season as 
well as the hard work that got them 
there. And with a team that has made 
winning a tradition and brought home 
two straight State championships, the 
next question is: Can Cartersville make 
it a three-peat? 

I feel sure that they can, Mr. Speak-
er. 

NATIONAL CPR/AED AWARENESS 
WEEK 

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today as an emer-
gency medical technician to express 
my support for the National CPR and 
AED Awareness Week. 

Only 8 percent of sudden cardiac ar-
rest victims survive. But with simple 
training, anyone can attempt to save 
the life of a sudden cardiac arrest vic-
tim with cardiopulmonary resuscita-
tion and with automated external 
defibrillators. Prompt delivery of CPR 
more than doubles the chance of sur-
vival, and using AEDs helps save lives 
because they can restore normal heart 
rhythm. 

The American Heart Association, the 
American Red Cross, and the National 
Safety Council are all promoting train-
ing and awareness this week. But this 
lifesaving training must extend 
throughout the year. 

A bill we passed this week, the Josh 
Miller HEARTS Act, authorizes fund-
ing for schools to purchase AEDs and 
to train staff in CPR. 

For 30 years, I have responded to 
such emergencies in rural Pennsyl-
vania, and with H.R. 1380, our rural 
schools will be prepared to handle car-
diac emergencies. 

Please join me to celebrate National 
CPR and AED Awareness Week and 
learn to save a life. 

f 

FAREWELL TO PAGES 

(Mr. KILDEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, as chair-
man of the House Page Board, I would 
like to take this opportunity to express 
my personal gratitude to all the pages, 
some of whom we have here tonight, 
for all they have done to serve so dili-
gently in the House of Representatives 
during the 110th and 111th Congresses. 

I have attached a list of the fine 
young men who have served this House 
as pages, along with the young ladies, 
who when I first came here were not 
pages. You have seen the progress of 
this country also. 

I have attached a list of the fine 
young people who have served this 
House as pages, and their names will be 
made part of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

We all recognize the important role 
that congressional pages play in help-
ing the U.S. House of Representatives 
operate. These groups of young people, 
who come from all across our Nation, 
represent what is good about our coun-
try. 

To become a page, Mr. Speaker, these 
young people have proven themselves 
to be academically qualified. They 
have ventured away from the security 

of their homes and families to spend 
time in an unfamiliar city. Through 
this experience, they have witnessed a 
new culture, made new friends, and 
learned the details of how our govern-
ment operates. 

As we all know, the job of a congres-
sional page is not an easy one. Along 
with being away from home, the pages 
must possess the maturity to balance 
competing demands for their time and 
their energy. In addition, they must 
have the dedication to work long hours 
and the ability to interact with people 
at a personal level. At the same time, 
they face a challenging academic 
schedule of classes in the House Page 
School. 

You pages who are here tonight, and 
those who may be listening, have wit-
nessed the House debate issues of war 
and peace, hunger and poverty, justice 
and civil rights. And between the 110th 
and the 111th Congress, you have seen 
the occupant of the White House 
change. 

You have lived through history. 
You have seen Congress at moments 

of greatness and you have seen Con-
gress with its frailties. You have wit-
nessed the workings of an institution 
that has endured well over 200 years. 

No one has seen Congress and Mem-
bers of Congress as close up as have 
you. I am sure that you will consider 
your time spent in Washington, D.C., 
to be one of the most valuable and ex-
citing experiences of your lives, and 
that with this experience, you will all 
move ahead to lead successful and pro-
ductive lives. 

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the 
House Page Board, I ask my colleagues 
to join me in honoring this group of 
distinguished young Americans. They 
certainly will be missed. 

As I walk by the desk on both sides, 
I like to say hello to you. And I’m 
proud of you, and you have given the 
Page Board much to be proud of this 
year. You certainly will be missed. 

And before yielding, Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the members of 
the House Page Board who provide us 
such fantastic service to this institu-
tion: 

Congressman ROB BISHOP, the vice 
Chair of the Page Board; Congress-
woman DIANA DEGETTE; Congress-
woman VIRGINIA FOXX; Clerk of the 
House, Lorraine Miller; Sergeant at 
Arms, Bill Livingood; Ms. Lynn Silver-
smith Klein and Mr. Adam Jones. I 
want to thank them for their service 
on the House Page Board. 

I thank you all, our departing pages. 
And, Mr. Speaker, at this time, I 

yield my time to the vice Chair of the 
Page Board and my friend, Mr. BISHOP 
of Utah. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I thank my 
good friend from Michigan for yielding 
time. 

It has been an enjoyable time being a 
part of the Page Board as part of the 
page process. To the pages who are 
here and the ones who are not here be-
cause you still have to do work in the 
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morning, we are very grateful for your 
having joined us here, some for a se-
mester, some of you for a year, but for 
your time and your dedication in help-
ing to serve the House of Representa-
tives. 

I think, if nothing else, you have 
written many eloquent words about 
what you have seen and what you have 
not seen and what you have experi-
enced here. But, if nothing else, I hope 
that it instilled within you this idea 
the United States had of self-govern-
ment still does work, that you put to-
gether people who are not experts, not 
trained to be parliamentarians, put us 
all together and give us the informa-
tion and still, in a very cumbersome 
process, we can come up with the right 
answers and with solutions. 

Man can govern himself. 
Through all the years that I have 

stayed involved in politics, first in the 
State legislative system and then here 
in Congress, I still come back to that 
one belief: The system of self-govern-
ment does work. People can govern 
themselves. 

And that is the positive element that 
I hope you take with you back home as 
you return from this experience here in 
Washington, D.C. 

So the pages who are here, the pages 
who are still part of the program and 
not here this evening, we are thankful 
for you. We are grateful for you. We 
hope you have had a wonderful experi-
ence, and we hope you take back some 
kind of thrill of the idea of partici-
pating in government with you as you 
go back to your homes and continue on 
with your education. 

Mr. KILDEE. If I might add, that 
among all of your accomplishments 
here, one thing the pages have done, 
you and your predecessors have really 
seen at least one unit of the House that 
is totally nonpartisan. We work to-
gether so closely because of our con-
cern for you that we always arrive by 
consensus at the decisions we make in 
the Page Board. Our concern for you is 
that great. 

I consider ROB BISHOP one of my very 
special friends. We don’t always vote 
alike on other things, but we always 
reach agreement when it comes to the 
pages to help us realize that we should 
come together on those things that are 
extremely important, and there are 
probably some other things we can 
probably do that on, too. 

Thank you very much. God bless all 
of you. 

FALL 2008 SESSION PAGES 
REPUBLICAN PAGES (24) 

Corinne Austin–R 
John Brinkerhoff–R 
Sara Bromley–R 
Riley Brosnan–R 
Paige Burke–R 
Eaghan Davis–R 
Ella Davis–R 
Evan Elsmo–R 
Adidoreydi Gutierrez–R 
Caroline Hill–R 
Rebecca Jacobson–R 
Audrey Knickel–R 
Elizabeth Matenkoski–R 

Denee McKoy–R 
Caroline Miller–R 
Parker Mortensen–R 
Andy Nguyen–R 
Nathan Pike–R 
Emily Raines–R 
Trace Robbins–R 
Rory Roccio–R 
Jessica Starr–R 
Nebyat Teklu–R 
Sean West–R 

DEMOCRAT PAGES (36) 

Jonathan Bigelow–D 
Priscilla Brock–D 
Rachel Chavez–D 
Campbell Curry-Ledbetter-D 
Joseph Dellasanta–D 
Julie Ebling–D 
Michelle Flores-Carranza-D 
Trevor Foley–D 
Rachel Fybel–D 
Daniel Grages–D 
Haley Hannon–D 
Erin Hawkins–D 
Jasmine Jennings–D 
Leah Jones–D 
Sara Katz–D 
Evan Kolb–D 
Monica Laskos–D 
Alexander Leiro–D 
Alexander Lichtenstein–D 
Anjelica Magee–D 
Sophia Mai–D 
Nicole Mammoser–D 
Edson Martinez–D 
Margaret Mikus–D 
Mary Miller–D 
Eric Polanco–D 
Tre’Shawndra Postell–D 
Anna Pritchard–D 
Manasa Reddy–D 
Sacha Samotin–D 
Samantha Schiber–D 
Joseph Tanner, Jr.–D 
Raven Tarrance–D 
Nicholas Wisti–D 
Cameron Younger–D 
Anam Zahra–D 

SPRING 09 PAGE CLASS (68 PAGES) 

DEMOCRATIC PAGES 

1. Kate M. Lonergan 
2. Rena L. Wang 
3. Jose Echevarria-Acosta 
4. Ashley M. Sharpe 
5. Ashleé E. Dubra 
6. David G. Greenblatt 
7. Benjamin D. Talkington 
8. Joseph T. Oslund 
9. Marissa E. Williams 
10. Stephen E. Seely 
11. Allison Ko 
12. Sally Phang 
13. Margaret A. McDermut 
14. Caleb C. Overgaard 
15. Tucker A. Travis 
16. Olivia H. Rutter 
17. Megan E. Jeffries 
18. Hayden M. Hislop 
19. Bernadette V. Silva 
20. Sarah C. Kovar 
21. Cameron W. Smalls 
22. Logan C. Davis 
23. Crystal Williams 
24. Matthew J. Furlow 
25. Haley P. Whiteside 
26. Haian H. Nguyen 
27. Sabrina E. Anderson 
28. Blagica Madzarova 
29. Campbell Curry-Ledbetter 
30. Samantha Schiber 
31. Sacha Samotin 
32. Michelle Flores-Carranza 
33. Manasa Reddy 
34. Jasmine Jennings 
35. Raven Tarrance 
36. Anam Zahra 

37. Alex Leiro 
38. Sophia Mai 
39. Erin Hawkins 
40. Alex Litchenstein 
41. Nicole Mammoser 
42. Anjelica Magee 
43. Monica Laskos 
44. Priscilla Brock 

REPUBLICAN PAGES 
45. Alexander C. Gaillard 
46. Melissa M. Young 
47. Samantha L. Heaslip 
48. Audrey C. Scagnelli 
49. Levi S. Craghead 
50. Dillon L. Shoemaker 
51. Taylor A. Imperiale 
52. Hannah M. Dudley 
53. Courtney A. Doolittle 
54. Anna E. Wherry 
55. Nicholas R. Humann 
56. Anthony R. Siviglia 
57. Cody D. Willming 
58. Alex R. Bruner 
59. Jessica L. Schneider 
60. Ella Davis 
61. John Brinkerhoff 
62. Sean West 
63. Emily Raines 
64. Rory Roccio 
65. Andy Nguyen 
66. Audrey Knickel 
67. Trace Robbins 
68. Nebyat Teklu 
Italics indicate returning Pages 

f 

b 2100 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DINGELL addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

DROUGHT IN THE SAN JOAQUIN 
VALLEY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COSTA) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
evening to discuss what continues to be 
pernicious drought conditions that af-
fect the people of the San Joaquin Val-
ley, those in my district and my col-
league’s district. 

I hope that most of the Members, if 
not all of you, recognize that we are 
now in three continuous dry year con-
ditions in the San Joaquin Valley that 
is not only affecting the richest agri-
cultural region in the United States, in 
California, but the entire State as well. 
A drought caused by Mother Nature, 
expanded and impacted by numerous 
judicial decisions and legislative 
changes, has very, very much dev-
astated the economy of the valley I 
represent. 

Water is the lifeblood of the agricul-
tural communities in my district, sup-
plying over a $20 billion industry in the 
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San Joaquin Valley that provides half 
the Nation’s fruits and vegetables, 
Number two in citrus production, Num-
ber one in production of wines, the list 
goes on and on, 300 commodities that 
are grown and produced; Number one 
dairy-producing State in the Nation. 

Sadly, if this drought continues, we 
will find not only the San Joaquin Val-
ley but the entire State of California, 
that is already economically depressed, 
further set back. 

Today, unfortunately, the National 
Marine Fisheries Service finalized a bi-
ological opinion asking for modifica-
tions in the Central Valley Project and 
the State Water Projects that would 
divert even more water away from the 
agricultural communities and the San 
Joaquin Valley. This biological opin-
ion, I think, on top of the additional 
reallocations of water, could relocate a 
very, very significant amount of water 
and make a very fragile system even 
more difficult to operate. 

We have a sad situation where com-
munities have 41 percent, 38 percent, 34 
percent unemployment. While we have 
a deep recession facing all parts of our 
country, when you have those kinds of 
unemployment numbers, they are de-
pression-like circumstances that we’re 
facing. 

We have food lines. I have been with 
my constituents in those food lines, 
some of the hardest working people 
you’ll ever meet that, sadly, today, are 
asking for food. These people would 
normally be working if the water was 
there. If you had water, you’d have 
jobs, you’d have food. They would be 
working to put food on America’s din-
ner table, but they’re not today be-
cause of this man-made and Mother 
Nature-combined drought. 

There are numerous factors that 
come together to issue this biological 
opinion, but I don’t believe that the bi-
ological assessment supports the bio-
logical opinion because it only deals 
with one of the contributing factors 
that are cause for the decline in fish-
eries in the Sacramento San Joaquin 
Delta. What the biological opinion ig-
nores is the presence of invasive spe-
cies, striped bass that were actually 
planted there, non-native in the 1920s, 
tertiary treatment from sewage facili-
ties in Sacramento and Stockton which 
caused ammonia to leak into the Sac-
ramento San Joaquin River systems. It 
would cost $2 billion for Sacramento 
City to fix this ammonia problem, but 
they don’t want to deal with that. 

We have over 1,600 pumps in the delta 
that divert water that are unscreened. 
And we have non-point source pollu-
tion from the surrounding urban areas 
because they’ve quadrupled in popu-
lation. 

In sum, this administration must un-
derstand that, while we’ve lost over 
30,000 jobs this year, if this drought, 
God forbid, extends a fourth or a fifth 
year, there will even be greater impact. 
Without water there is no work and 
there is no food, and that impacts not 
just California but the entire Nation. 

We must work together to address 
the drought crisis in California in the 
short term and in the mid term. These 
fixes include factors that could lead to 
improving and moving water around, 
to get water supplies to those who need 
them, to deal with pump schedules and 
conflicts that arise, to increase the 
water bank, to ensure that in the next 
6 months and the next year and be-
yond, that we do everything possible 
on the State, with the Federal Govern-
ment’s collaboration, to ensure that we 
deal with not just the fisheries of Cali-
fornia, but people who have lost their 
jobs and whose lives have been im-
pacted. That’s what we need to do. 

We have a water system in California 
that was designed for 20 million people. 
Today we have 38 million people. By 
the Year 2030 it’s estimated that there 
may be 50 million people in California. 
It’s now time to fix the problems in the 
delta in a comprehensive fashion, not 
simply by impacting those who grow 
the food in our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I will submit the rest of 
the information for the RECORD. 

I rise to discuss the drought that continues 
in our San Joaquin Valley. 

As you all should know by now, we have 
faced three years of drought conditions in the 
San Joaquin Valley, further exacerbated by 
numerous judicial decisions and legislative 
changes to benefit fisheries and water quality 
in other areas of California. 

Unfortunately, we are still a long ways from 
bringing solutions to our Valley. 

While we have found some short-term fixes 
such as water transfers and temporary 
projects that will bring drought relief to our dis-
tressed communities, we must not forget the 
fact that this drought could continue for a 
fourth, fifth, or sixth year. 

Water is the lifeblood of communities in my 
District, supplying a robust $20 billion industry 
in the Valley that provides over 50 percent of 
the nation’s fresh fruits and vegetables. 

If this drought continues into the years 
ahead, we must be prepared to ensure that 
those hard-working people in the San Joaquin 
Valley who work to put food on America’s din-
ner table will not stand in food lines and go 
hungry. 

This is unacceptable, and we cannot sit by 
and watch it happen. 

Today, the National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice finalized a biological opinion asking for 
modifications to the Central Valley and State 
Water Projects that would divert even more 
water away from agricultural communities in 
the San Joaquin Valley to protect salmon, 
steelhead, and green sturgeon populations in 
the Delta. 

Over the past several years, more than 
three million acre-feet of the Central Valley’s 
federal water supply has been reallocated as 
a result of similar decisions. 

All the while, fisheries such as the Delta 
smelt are still on the decline! 

If this system were working, we would not 
see this happening. 

Today’s biological opinion adds yet another 
330,000 acre-feet to that total. 

This decision is unwise, and will have very 
serious implications for Valley farmers and 
communities. 

Agricultural communities south of the Delta, 
especially in my District, will bear the entire 

brunt of today’s biological opinion facing fur-
ther reductions in water supply allocations 
when they already face Depression-level un-
employment numbers and food insecurity. 

People are standing in food lines and being 
turned away; unemployment has risen above 
35 percent in many Valley towns. 

There are numerous factors that can lead to 
the decline of fisheries in the Delta, but federal 
agencies continue to only focus on the state 
and federal pumps that supply agricultural 
communities in the Valley. 

Federal policy should take all factors into 
account, such as: the presence of invasive 
species such as striped bass. tertiary treat-
ment from sewage facilities in the Sacramento 
and Stockton area which cause ammonia to 
drain into the Delta, over 1,600 private pumps 
in the Delta diverting water without screens, 
and non-point source pollution from the sur-
rounding urban areas, among other factors. 

In sum, the administration must understand 
that over 30,000 farm-workers have lost their 
jobs due to limited water supply allocations. 

How much more can we stand? 
Without water, there is no work; there is no 

food on the table. There is no San Joaquin 
Valley. 

We must work together not only to address 
the drought crisis in the short-term, but also to 
find long-term solutions to California’s water 
supply needs. 

In the short-term, the Administration must 
get more creative in finding ways to fix the 
Delta. 

This includes looking at all factors that could 
lead to the decline of fisheries, not just federal 
and state pumps. 

It also includes expediting transfer activities 
that will get water supplies to those who need 
them. 

Resolving pumping schedules and conflicts 
before they arise. 

And identifying any present or near future 
yields for south of the Delta water users. 

Beyond this, we have a system that was de-
signed for 20 million people, and we have 38 
million now. We might have 50 million by 
2030. 

We must work to address California’s long- 
range infrastructure needs. 

f 

D-DAY JUNE 6, 1944 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Sat-
urday, June 6, 2009, will mark the 65th 
anniversary of the invasion of Nor-
mandy. Operation Overlord was the 
code name, but most folks know the 
massive invasion by its military term. 
We call it D-day. 

We honor the amazing men who 
stormed the beaches at Normandy on 
that historic day. Utah, Sword, Gold, 
Juno and Omaha beaches were the 
names of the invasion sites. 

June 6, 1944, was a wicked day of 
weather. The seas were high and the 
rain came in hard. The sky only broke 
occasionally for the Allied air cover to 
protect the landings. 

Our boys laid claim to the beach-
heads inch by bloody inch. The Rangers 
climbed the cliffs at Pointe du Hoc 
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under heavy, brutal German fire. The 
sand was stained red with the blood of 
young American warriors and that of 
our friends, our allies. 

Felix Branham went ashore at the 
second wave of Omaha Beach as a dem-
olition man. Felix had joined the Na-
tional Guard in 1938. Branham said of 
his landing: ‘‘The water was so rough. 
The guys were getting seasick. I saw 
water spilling up over the sides of our 
landing crafts. 

‘‘The seawater was splashing in on us 
from shells bursting and rifles hitting 
our boat. But I never raised up and 
looked over to the side of that boat. 
None of us did. 

‘‘When we got off the landing craft, 
the water was up to my knees. Of 
course, the tide was rising a foot every 
10 minutes and we had to get in quick, 
because high tide would cover up the 
obstacles in the water that we used for 
cover and we would be blown out of the 
water. They were firing at us from ev-
erywhere. 

‘‘When we got to the beach, there 
were Rangers who were separated from 
their units piling in with us at the 
same time. 

‘‘My team was the first one to go 
over the sea wall; and I saw some of my 
friends die. 

‘‘In my team of 30 men, we had lost 
only about five or six of those men. We 
were lucky. God knows how lucky we 
were. We went up the hill and then we 
crossed over Omaha Beach and eventu-
ally made it to a little French town. 

‘‘The day after D-day, I walked up to 
the beach, went up and down the beach 
and saw guys lying on the beach who 
were dead. They were there with their 
eyes open, their rifles ready. They were 
solid in their death.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, these brave men who 
cracked the Nazi grip on Europe began 
with the liberation of France 65 years 
ago. And then from there they went on 
to Germany. Nothing like it had ever 
been done before in history. Over 
150,000 Allied soldiers hit the beaches 
during the assault landings on the 6th 
of June. By the 4th of July, over 1 mil-
lion joined the invasion force through 
Normandy. It was a miraculous feat for 
1944. 

These young men were from every 
State and territory of the United 
States. They were young and hailed 
from places in the rural farmlands to 
the big cities. Many had never been but 
a few miles from home until they went 
ashore and overseas. They have been 
called the Greatest Generation. 

Growing up, I learned that my dad, a 
farm boy, served in the great World 
War II as a soldier in Europe. He was 
only 18. That’s all I knew. Neither he 
nor my mom, a war bride, ever said 
anything about my dad’s service until 
they went to a certain place. Here is 
that place, Mr. Speaker, a place called 
Normandy. 

They went on the 50th anniversary of 
the D-day landing. When he came back 
to Texas after this grave-site visit here 
in this photograph, he started talking 

about his buddies, those that had lived, 
and those that had died. He talked 
about the concentration camps he saw 
like at Dachau, and how he nearly 
froze in the Battle of the Bulge, and 
much, much more. 

But he claims to be no hero, even 
though he is my hero. He says the real 
heroes are buried right here in this 
cemetery at Normandy, his fellow war-
riors who gave up their youth so our 
country could have our future. 

Mr. Speaker, some today forget the 
feats of these warriors of World War II. 
Those World War II troops went to lib-
erate but not to conquer. They fought 
for a people they didn’t even know in a 
land they had never seen. They freed 
an entire continent of Europeans from 
tyranny and wanted absolutely nothing 
in return. 

Mr. Speaker, here are some of those 
Americans that never came home: 
9,387, to be exact, still buried in graves 
in Normandy. Buried on the cliffs, 
their white crosses and their Stars of 
David shine and glisten in the morning 
sunshine over Omaha and Utah beach-
es. 

Mr. Speaker, others are buried in un-
marked graves all over Europe, known 
only to God. They were great Ameri-
cans and we should always remember 
them. We will always be proud, and we 
will always be free because of them. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

REMEMBERING L. WILLIAM 
SEIDMAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
this evening to remember L. William 
Seidman, known to many as Bill. 
Among his many life accomplishments, 
he served as chairman of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation through 
the recovery of the savings and loan in-
dustry following the massive scandals 
and excesses of the 1980s. He was a pa-
triot, a wry intellect, and a very sharp 
financial system regulator. 

Sadly, America lost Bill in mid-May, 
but his legacies will remain with us for 
years to come. Beyond his financial ex-
pertise, he led the effort for the cre-
ation of a State college in his home 
State, in the Grand Rapids, Michigan, 
area known as Grand Valley State Uni-
versity. 

Education is a key indicator of indi-
vidual success, and through the leader-
ship of Bill Seidman, young and old 
alike can further their learning and ob-
tain new skills to achieve their dreams. 
I can see why this achievement was 
said to have been one of Bill’s proudest. 

I’ve had the great privilege in my life 
of working with Bill Seidman during 
my own career, and most recently I in-
vited him here to Congress to meet 
Members to engage his experience, 
along with that of Bill Isaac, another 
former effective Chair of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, on the 

current financial crisis and the paths 
these two experts could suggest to re-
solve it and accelerate its resolution. 

Of his major concerns, based on a life 
dedicated to finance and prudent bank-
ing system regulation and perform-
ance, Bill Seidman felt that the lack of 
regulation in the derivatives market, 
including credit default swaps, was a 
severe and continuing problem. He dis-
cussed how former Federal Reserve 
Chair Alan Greenspan opposed regu-
lating these instruments because they 
were agreements between sophisticated 
parties and need not be regulated. 

b 2115 

Seidman strongly disagreed, stating 
that he felt that the credit default 
swaps market was a dishonest one. His 
words were prophetic. 

Seidman also felt that securitization 
lay at the heart of the housing crisis 
because of the way the practice is car-
ried out. He said they take a bunch of 
mortgages, they bundle them up, and 
then they sell them off without any 
connection to the value of what they 
are selling. He said, ‘‘If you can make 
money off garbage, go ahead and sell 
garbage, as long as you don’t have to 
deal with it later.’’ 

Both Bill Seidman and Bill Isaac 
really advised America that we needed 
to fix securitization, including making 
sure that bankers have real ‘‘skin in 
the game,’’ that is, hold on to some of 
the risk rather than passing it all for-
ward. I couldn’t agree more strongly. 
It’s time for transformation in these 
instruments and in the overall finan-
cial system. 

Our Members were honored to be dis-
cussing such matters with Mr. 
Seidman, as he had served as financial 
adviser to four Presidents, served as 
Chair of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation during a most difficult 
time as he helped steady our economic 
ship of State. And during his tenure, 
one of the Nation’s largest banking 
scandals, the savings and loan crisis, 
unfolded, arising again out of a housing 
crisis. 

Under his watch, the FDIC, through 
the Resolution Trust Corporation, was 
created to take over the troubled 
thrifts and resolve them. Bill oversaw 
that as Chair of the FDIC and closed or 
reorganized 747 institutions during the 
banking excesses of the 1980s. Their as-
sets totaled over $400 billion. 

The assets were seized and sold at 
bargain prices through the Resolution 
Trust Corporation, and the goal of get-
ting the maximum for those toxic as-
sets and reducing taxpayer exposure 
was primary. Still, that mess cost over 
$124 billion to the U.S. taxpayer. Sta-
bility was established at a great price, 
but after his tenure, rather than Con-
gress tightening down on bad behavior 
and improving financial system regula-
tion, it just opened the doors and re-
warded bad behavior, and it carried us 
to our current sad state of affairs. 

America will miss Bill Seidman’s 
wisdom, his insight, his experience. He 
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continued his knowledge and advice 
right up until the day we lost him. May 
we remember Bill. We thank his family 
for his hard work and dedication to his 
callings and the lessons he learned and 
taught us. We need to reread his words 
and to act thoughtfully and swiftly to 
solve the current crisis facing our Na-
tion. I know he would want that for 
sure. 

I extend the sympathies of this Con-
gress and our hope for strength to his 
family in the coming days to endure 
his loss, to Bill’s wife, his children, his 
grandchildren, and great-grand-
children. He truly was a great Amer-
ican. 

Our country was strengthened by his 
service and it is with a sad and grateful 
heart and mind that I yield back the 
balance of my time this evening. 

f 

LET’S QUIT RUNNING UP THE 
DEFICIT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I very 
much appreciate my friend Ms. KAP-
TUR’s comments and appreciate her in-
sights. It’s always very valuable. 

And she believes, as I do, that we’re 
making a big mistake by running up 
the deficit like crazy. Well, some say, 
well, it was going on back under the 
Bush administration. Yes, it was, and 
it wasn’t right then, and it’s even 
worse now that it’s being multiplied 
many times. Every week, we’re run-
ning up more of a deficit. It’s got to 
stop. 

China continues to buy our debt. We 
just sent the Secretary of the Treasury 
over to China to encourage them to 
keep buying America. Buy our debt be-
cause we cannot control ourselves. Can 
you imagine a parent going into a bank 
and saying, I need a loan because I 
can’t control my spending, but you see 
my little children over there, I’ve even 
got some grandchildren, I am going to 
pledge to you that some day—I can’t 
pay it back, but some day they will? 
Well, there would be a move to take 
the children away from somebody that 
irresponsible. 

And yet we sent our Secretary of 
State over to beg China to keep buying 
our debt because we couldn’t control 
our spending. We send our Secretary of 
the Treasury over there to tell them to 
keep buying our debt because we can’t 
control our spending. 

We’ve done things in the last weeks, 
like $25 million we voted for in this 
Chamber to buy land in foreign coun-
tries for rare dogs and cats. China has 
some. We’ll borrow that money from 
China to buy land from China, so that 
they can have rare dogs and cats, if 
they’re not eaten by people that are 
starving. And we are paying for that 
with interest while we run up our debt 
even higher. It makes no sense at all. 

You know, I went back and did some 
looking. I remember pretty good—hav-

ing been a history major, I’ve loved to 
follow things as they occur because 
we’re told those who fail to learn from 
history are destined to repeat it, which 
as a corollary to that, those who do 
learn from history will find new ways 
to screw up, but that’s another story. 
Right now, we’re not learning from his-
tory. 

But you can look back at the Soviet 
Union, and we were reminded by that 
by bipartisan speeches just yesterday 
as Ronald Reagan’s statue was un-
veiled. It’s a great statue, a great trib-
ute to a great President. But as he 
pushed the SDI, the missile defense 
system, and the Soviets tried to keep 
up, they were spending too much 
money. They were running up too 
much debt, and people were nervous 
about loaning the Soviet Union more 
debt. 

Do you remember as Eastern Europe, 
the Baltic States started rebelling, 
what happened? Russia had seen that 
happen before. The Soviet Union would 
roll in with tanks. They could put it 
down. But for some reason, they didn’t 
roll in with tanks and suppress it like 
they had in years past. 

Well, it appears there’s information 
indicating that they were needing us to 
loan them $100 billion, which 20 or so 
years ago was real money, $100 billion 
to keep them afloat. And we gave them 
word, We got your country, but if you 
roll in with tanks, we’re not going to 
be able to loan you that money. We 
owned their future, so we could dictate 
what they could or couldn’t do. Does it 
ring any bells? 

If we keep selling our debt as we 
can’t control it, we can’t control the 
spending—we vote in here tonight to 
spend millions and millions of dollars 
to pay people for not working, while 
they’re called employees, when they 
are millions and millions of Americans 
who are champing at the bit to go back 
to work and to get paid to actually 
work. And this is what we’re passing? 

You know, some believe here in this 
body that running up the debt is what’s 
going to save the country, and I’ve 
been told, look, we don’t think we’re 
wrong, but if we were wrong, we can al-
ways come back and fix it. The Soviets 
couldn’t because at some point when 
you no longer own your future, you 
don’t have a future. 

We owe the people we represent. We 
owe our own children better than that. 
Let’s quit destroying this Nation’s fu-
ture. Let’s quit running up the deficit. 
I yield back. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Arizona (Ms. GIFFORDS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. GIFFORDS addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PAUL addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Maine (Ms. PINGREE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. PINGREE of Maine addressed 
the House. Her remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

THE PROGRESSIVE MESSAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. ELLISON. Good evening, Mr. 
Speaker. I’m about to grab some 
boards but I will claim the hour, and 
we’ll get started. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, welcome to the 
progressive message. This is the hour 
that the Progressive Caucus comes for-
ward to offer a progressive vision for 
America where we put down markers, 
and we signal to the American people 
that there is a progressive vision, there 
is a way forward, and that way forward 
does include principles like generosity, 
like inclusion, like vision, like open-
ness, like fairness, like sharing, not a 
vision of fear, not a vision as, Oh, my 
goodness, what’s going to happen, we 
have to throw someone off the bus, but 
a vision of saying, You know what, we 
can include people, we can have peace, 
we can have a society where people are 
treated equally and fairly. 

In fact, a few weeks ago we had a 
Special Order where the premise was, 
why the progressives? And we detailed 
how important it was to take note of 
the great contributions that progres-
sives have made to America. 

So, with that, I just want to intro-
duce the wonderful array of leaders we 
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have with us tonight, and I have to 
start with the co-chair of the Progres-
sive Caucus, the person who’s given 
more 5-minute speeches than anybody 
ever on the issue of peace, including 
Iraq but not limited to Iraq, also Af-
ghanistan, demilitarization, the whole 
nine, none other than our own co-Chair 
LYNN WOOLSEY, and I yield to the gen-
tlelady from California. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Thank you very 
much, and I thank you again for your 
progressive hour. Every week, the pro-
gressive hour is a gift to every person 
that watches us and wants to know 
what we stand for. 

And we have two new women with us 
tonight. So we’ve all heard from me a 
lot, and I’m going to stand here and be 
part of the dialogue, but I think MAZIE 
HIRONO and Congresswoman JAN 
SCHAKOWSKY bring something that is 
new and fresh tonight. 

Mr. ELLISON. Who do you want to 
yield to? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. For me to yield? I 
will yield to Congresswoman HIRONO 
from Hawaii. 

Ms. HIRONO. Thank you very much. 
We are going to be focusing on health 
care tonight for this hour, and I just 
wanted to share with all of you a little 
bit of my background because I know 
what it’s like not to have health care. 

I came to this country as an immi-
grant. My mother brought me and my 
brothers to Hawaii, lucky me, and 
raised us as a single parent. We didn’t 
have much, and she worked for many 
years in a job that did not have any 
benefit, no vacation, no health care, 
and I remember growing up that my 
greatest fear was that my mother 
would get sick, and if she did, she 
wouldn’t be able to go to work, and if 
she didn’t go to work, there literally 
would not be money for food or rent. 

So, today, in our country over 45 mil-
lion people have no health insurance. I 
know what that’s like. Our current sys-
tem does not serve these millions of 
people, nor does our current system 
serve those who have health insurance 
because of rising costs which have not 
kept up with wages. 

Our current system also does not 
serve our businesses well, where em-
ployer-based health insurance pre-
miums have nearly doubled since 2000 
and continue to rise. 

We’re spending in this country over 
$2 trillion annually on health care with 
no one happy, certainly not 45-plus 
million people without any insurance, 
certainly not the business community, 
certainly not those people who lit-
erally, many of them, in fact, many in-
dividuals who file for bankruptcy in 
our country do so because of cata-
strophic health problems and costs. 

And our current system is spending 
almost 16 percent to 18 percent of the 
gross domestic product on health in-
surance, and yet with this kind of ex-
penditure are we getting the kind of re-
sults that you would expect for each of 
us, spending something like $67,000 a 
year on health care? No. 

American children are two times as 
likely to die by the age of five as chil-
dren in Portugal, Spain, or Slovenia. 
Pretty amazing, isn’t it? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. It is an embarrass-
ment. 
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Ms. HIRONO. It is. Did I mention the 
costs go up and up and up? There’s no 
end in sight, frankly, to rely upon the 
private health insurance carriers to re-
solve this problem which has been with 
us. Remember, when I came here and 
my mother didn’t have health insur-
ance, it was a number of decades ago. I 
won’t tell you how many, but the prob-
lems remain. 

And this is why the Progressive Cau-
cus is very much focused as we focus on 
reducing costs and maintaining access 
and choice for doctors and health care 
plans and really focusing on affordable 
quality health care, that we want to 
have a public option, a public option to 
give the people of our country a choice 
as to whether or not, if they have their 
current private carrier insurance and 
they’re happy with it, they can stay 
with that. But for those who want to 
have another option, who want to see 
competition in the health insurance 
market through a public option, that’s 
what the Progressive Caucus wants to 
see. 

This is why so many people from all 
across the country are supporting 
health care reform. It’s not just top 
down. We have all been having reforms 
all across the country, in my own 
State, and I can talk about that a little 
bit more. I think I have been sort of 
hogging the time, so why don’t I send 
it over, if you don’t mind. 

Mr. ELLISON. Will the gentlelady 
yield back? Let me just say the gentle-
lady is right. Thank you for kicking off 
our subject tonight of health care. You 
did a fabulous job. None of us are sur-
prised, because you always do. 

But let’s get one of our great cham-
pions from the great State of Illinois, a 
fighter for justice from Chicago. Let’s 
say that JAN SCHAKOWSKY has been a 
dedicated advocate for people for many 
years in her work, not just in Congress, 
but before that when she was a social 
worker. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Actually, I was a 
community organizer from Chicago. 

Mr. ELLISON. This public option, 
Congresswoman SCHAKOWSKY, do you 
have any views on it you would like to 
share before you launch into some pre-
pared remarks you might have? 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. No. I have had 
people come into my offices—I’m sure 
you have too—day in and day out and 
talk about how they’re so scared. They 
can’t get the health care they need. 
They have a child with a disability or 
a spouse who’s lost his job and lost his 
health care. And also people come in 
and say, you know, I’m 63 years old. I 
hope I can live another 2 years so I can 
get Medicare, a government-provided 
health care for our seniors and for per-
sons with disabilities. 

We know that Medicare is one of the 
most successful programs that we have 
had. It’s something that passed in 1965 
and lifted the burden of health care 
costs off of the most vulnerable people, 
our elderly and persons with disabil-
ities. This is something that I think 
many young people are jealous of, wish 
they had this government-provided 
health care program that is really a 
universal program for people over 65 
and persons with disabilities. 

Well, now we have an opportunity, 
something I have been working and 
waiting for all of my adult life, that 
we’re going to have a health care pro-
gram for all Americans. And what is it 
going to look like? 

It’s going to give Americans a choice. 
If they like what they have, they can 
keep it. Nobody has to worry about 
anything being taken away from them 
that they like. But if they don’t want 
to go back to a private insurance com-
pany and want something that we 
know is reliable because we have done 
it with Medicare and the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration, they can choose a public 
health insurance option. 

The good news about that is not only 
will it be there to provide the package 
of benefits that they want, but it’s also 
going to be something that’s really 
going to save money and make the pri-
vate insurance industry have to com-
pete with that and make them even 
better. 

Let me just read from a letter that 
the President of the United States, 
Barack Obama, from my home State, a 
former community organizer, sent yes-
terday to the chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee, MAX BAUCUS, and 
the chairman of the Senate Health, 
Education, Labor and Pensions Com-
mittee, Senator EDWARD KENNEDY. 

He wrote, ‘‘I strongly believe that 
Americans should have the choice of a 
public health insurance option oper-
ating alongside private plans. This will 
give them a better range of choices, 
make the health care market more 
competitive, and keep insurance com-
panies honest.’’ 

The other thing he could have said is 
that it’s also going to save us money 
by helping to reduce the costs all 
around for health care. In fact, there’s 
been estimates that over 10 years about 
$3 trillion can be saved because there 
will be this choice of this health care 
option. And it is about time that the 
United States joined the rest of the in-
dustrial world and said, Yes, our people 
are going to get the health care they 
need, that it’s going to be a right and 
not just a privilege for those who can 
afford it. 

Let me just tell a couple of stories 
before I yield back, quick ones. The 
other day, a friend of mine proudly 
showed me a picture of her daughter 
that just had a baby in the hospital, a 
darling picture of mother and baby and 
mom holding the baby in one arm and 
a cell phone in the other. 

I said, Isn’t that adorable? She must 
be calling friends and family and tell-
ing about the birth of this beautiful 
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baby. And my friend said, Oh, no. She 
was on the phone with her insurance 
company right after the birth of the 
baby to make sure that things are cov-
ered. 

You know, there are lots of insurance 
policies, private insurance policies, 
that don’t cover maternity care. Peo-
ple sometimes aren’t aware of that 
until they have a baby. 

The other is I met a farmer about a 
month ago who told me he and his fam-
ily had a $10,000 dollar deductible pol-
icy. Now, this man is included when we 
count who is insured in the United 
States of America, but the truth of the 
matter is this family isn’t insured for 
most things. Unless something horrible 
happens, a terrible, catastrophic acci-
dent on the farm, for everyday health 
care they are absolutely uninsured, 
paying out-of-pocket costs. 

So, Congresswoman HIRONO, you 
talked about the 47 million uninsured. 
Over half of all Americans last year re-
ported that they had to forego or post-
pone some health procedure or pre-
scription drug that they needed. And so 
we know it goes way beyond those who 
are uninsured into most Americans. 

And now I got a new report today; 60 
percent of all personal bankruptcies 
are due to health costs, and 75 percent 
of those people have insurance, so- 
called. That is, until they get sick. 

Mr. ELLISON. Will the gentlelady 
yield back? 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Absolutely. 
Mr. ELLISON. By the way, ask any-

body to yield whenever you want them 
to. We will just toss the ball around 
kind of quick. 

But you made a point that made me, 
like, leap to my feet. I just want to 
draw attention to this chart. Medical 
bills underlie 60 percent—I think, Con-
gresswoman, that’s the point you were 
making—of the U.S. bankruptcies. This 
is according to a recent study, Wash-
ington Reuters. Medical bills are in-
volved in more than 60 percent of U.S. 
personal bankruptcies, an increase of 
50 percent in just 6 years. 

Now, we’ve had certain kind of folks 
running this place over the last 6 
years, right? 

Anyway, the U.S. researchers re-
ported on Thursday that more than 75 
percent of these bankrupt families had 
health insurance—another point that 
Congresswoman SCHAKOWSKY just 
made—but were still overwhelmed by 
their medical debts, the team at Har-
vard Law School, Harvard Medical 
School, and Ohio University reported 
in the American Journal of Medicine, a 
very, very reputable institution. 

This is a quote from the study. 
‘‘Using a conservative definition, 62.1 
percent of all bankruptcies in 2007 were 
medical. Ninety-two percent of these 
medical debtors had medical debts over 
$5,000 or 10 percent of their pretax fam-
ily income,’’ the researchers wrote. 

Another startling quote, ‘‘Most med-
ical debtors were well educated, owned 
homes, and had middle class occupa-
tions.’’ 

Now, that’s pretty serious. I just 
want to just ask one of the three of 
you, do any of you have any reactions 
to this startling study? 

I yield to the gentlelady from Cali-
fornia, Cochairwoman WOOLSEY. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Well, you’re actually 
telling my story. I think we all remem-
ber that. I’ve said it so many times to 
all of you. 

Mr. ELLISON. We never get tired of 
it. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. It was 40 years ago 
and my children were 1, 3, and 5 years 
old, and their father was emotionally 
ill and just abandoned us. I went to 
work. And I was like the 45 million 
people that are uninsured in this coun-
try right now; 85 percent of them are 
working. I mean, imagine that. So we 
can’t depend on employers to provide 
all of the health care. 

Well, I was working, too, and it was 
going to be months before I was eligi-
ble for health care. And certainly my 
husband’s health care didn’t cover us 
anymore. 

And I want to tell you, I would wake 
up in the middle of the night and sit 
straight up and think what if one of my 
children got sick, what would I do. I 
mean, it would just overwhelm me. 

Now, they were too young to worry 
about what would happen if I got sick, 
but I never thought I would, so I didn’t 
even worry about that. But I had two 
boys and a little girl, and the boys 
were always breaking something, their 
arms. They played ball and they were 
rough and tough. They didn’t dare do 
any of that while we were uninsured 
because I had no way to pay for it. 

I was working. I was on welfare. But 
because of getting public assistance, 
then we were eligible for Medicaid, 
Medi-Cal in California. Then I stopped 
waking up in the middle of the night, 
frightened, so that I would have no 
breath because what if one of my chil-
dren got sick, what was I going to do. 

So if you wonder why—first of all, I 
would really support a single-payer 
system, and I will support nothing less 
than a good, robust public plan and a 
choice for every single American, even 
if they’re covered by their employer. I 
want them to have that choice of no, 
I’d really rather go on this public plan 
because it’s going to be good. 

When we say ‘‘robust’’—I mean, we 
have talked about what does ‘‘robust’’ 
mean. Of course, it’s quality care and 
it’s accessible and it has benefits, com-
prehensive benefits, from prevention 
all the way through long-term care, so 
there’s a way of meeting the needs of 
every single American. 

Now, somebody who chooses their 
private plan, that’s perfectly all right, 
but they get to have that choice. If 
they don’t want their private plan, 
they have the choice of the public plan, 
and we’re working on that. 

We are really appreciative of this let-
ter from the President today. And Sen-
ator KENNEDY is putting a lot of spirit 
behind a good, robust public plan. 

But the Progressives are defining 
what that means. We’re not going to 

leave it up to somebody else to decide 
for us that this is robust enough be-
cause we think—there’s 80 of us in the 
Progressive Caucus and we have a big 
voice and this is very important to 
every single American. 

Mr. ELLISON. If the gentlelady 
yields back, I would just encourage 
Congresswomen SCHAKOWSKY or 
HIRONO, would you care to respond to 
the recent study? I think Congress-
woman SCHAKOWSKY already made a 
few comments on it. 

Ms. HIRONO. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ELLISON. I will certainly yield. 
Ms. HIRONO. I also mentioned the 

fact that so many of our working fami-
lies who file for bankruptcy do so be-
cause of catastrophic medical expenses. 
And in a country that is spending $2 
trillion a year on medical care and 45 
million-plus people not insured, it’s as-
tounding that we continue this system, 
which obviously is not working for peo-
ple who are working, middle class fam-
ilies, for businesses. 

We have to do something. And the 
great thing is that we have an oppor-
tunity now, looking at all of this data, 
to come together to make some 
changes. For the first time, we have 
this wonderful opportunity, in over 15 
years, to make some changes to the 
system that is not working for any-
body, really. 

Mr. ELLISON. Would the gentlelady 
yield for just a quick moment? 

Ms. HIRONO. Yes, I’ll yield. 
Mr. ELLISON. Now, according to this 

study, it shocked me a little bit, Con-
gresswoman, because I was under the 
impression that only people that were 
struggling in poverty—and the Pro-
gressive Caucus is all about fighting 
for people who are dealing with pov-
erty, but I was under the impression 
this is just poor folks’ problem. But 
this study seems to say something else. 
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I mean, what about this fact here? 
The medical debtors were well-edu-
cated, owned homes and had middle 
class occupations. 

I would yield back to the gentlelady. 
Is this not a middle class problem? 

Ms. HIRONO. It just points out how 
broken this health care system is when 
people who are working, when people 
who are educated and when people who 
have good jobs cannot afford their 
health care. So, again, it points out 
that there are things we need to do. 

In fact, I had mentioned earlier in 
my remarks that many of us have been 
having health care forums in our com-
munities. I had one in my community 
last week on the big island of Hawaii, 
and we had representatives from the 
hospitals, from the medical profession 
and from the dean of our medical 
school. While this whole health care 
issue is very complicated, certain com-
mon themes came out. 

First of all, of course, is the recogni-
tion that the cost is astronomical and 
that there is no end in sight. In terms 
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of what we can do, I was really inter-
ested to know that there was this focus 
on prevention, on primary care. These 
are two areas that our current system 
does not reward, that it does not pay 
attention to, so we’ve got this topsy- 
turvy kind of a system where we’re ac-
tually paying a lot of money for quan-
tity, not quality, because if you really 
cared about saving cost—just focusing 
on the cost of health care for a mo-
ment—we would be spending a lot more 
on prevention so that people wouldn’t 
have to go for long periods of time 
until their illnesses would be exacer-
bated and then they would have to go 
to the emergency rooms or wherever 
they would have to go to get much 
more expensive care. So prevention is 
really important, but our current sys-
tem does not really pay attention to 
prevention. 

Also, if we had more emphasis and 
support for primary care providers, it 
would be the same thing. We would 
probably save billions and billions of 
dollars every year by enabling people 
to see their primary care providers. Of 
course, we know that we don’t have as 
many primary care physicians and 
nurse practitioners and others as we 
need; but if we spent more time on the 
primary care side, then we would avoid 
some of these really expensive kinds of 
treatments later on. So this system is 
very topsy-turvy. 

I yield back. 
Mr. ELLISON. I thank the gentlelady 

for yielding back. 
Let me open the floor back up to 

Congresswoman SCHAKOWSKY. If you 
don’t mind, I just want to pose to you 
a question. We have a Web site called 
www.progressivecongress.org. These 
are folks who want to talk to us, right? 
They posed a question. The question 
was: Doesn’t employer-funded health 
care help to make American business 
less competitive globally? 

Would you like to respond to this 
question? 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Absolutely. 
If you think about the cost of an 

automobile, which a lot of people do 
think about—and we certainly want to 
encourage people to buy American 
cars, but there is now more cost for 
health care than there is for the steel 
in that car. That’s how much it is. 

Now, when you want to sell your cars 
around the world and be competitive 
and when you’re competing against 
countries in which they have a na-
tional health care system and where 
they control their costs of health care, 
then it’s pretty hard to do when em-
ployers are facing these double-digit 
rising costs in health insurance every 
year for their employees, those em-
ployers who are good enough to provide 
it or who have negotiated with their 
workers to provide health care bene-
fits. 

So, clearly, we have to find a way to 
get these health care costs under con-
trol. One of the best ways to do that is 
to have an efficient and quality public 
plan, and that’s one of the reasons it’s 

so important. Not only is the quality 
going to be great, but there will be 
cost-effectiveness. 

I see you’ve got a chart about the ad-
ministrative costs of health care. What 
we know is that, of all of these public 
plans that we have—Medicare, Med-
icaid, Veterans Administration—the 
administrative costs are very low com-
pared to the private insurance compa-
nies. 

As a progressive and as a community 
organizer—and still having that 
mindset—one of the things that we do 
as progressives is to engage grass-roots 
support. 

Mr. ELLISON. Yes. 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. That is one of 

the great things about our Web site, 
too, is that they can talk directly to 
us. 

Let’s face it: as we push for com-
prehensive health care for all Ameri-
cans, the people who are profiting from 
the system as it is are going to be out 
there pushing against us. Mainly, we’re 
going to find that the insurance indus-
try is fighting tooth and nail in having 
to compete against a public plan. 
They’re out there now and are saying 
that it’s unfair and that it’s not right 
that they should have to compete. 
Come on. They have had the market to 
themselves for all of these years, and 
here we are right now with a crisis in 
our country in health care. 

When people think about the econ-
omy, lots of times what they’re think-
ing about is health care. If they lose 
their jobs, what are they thinking 
about? Health care. If they had em-
ployer plans, they don’t have them 
now. So what we have to do is organize. 
We have to mobilize. We have to have 
people out there demanding the kind of 
plan that’s going to help their families, 
that makes sure that they can get the 
preventative care that they need and 
that they can take their kids to the 
doctor. They don’t have to go to an 
emergency room and wait until the 
last minute until there is a really seri-
ous illness before they get any kind of 
help. 

So I think one of the things that the 
Progressive Caucus can do is to go out 
and help mobilize people around the 
country to get behind a plan that does 
have a robust public health insurance 
option in it, too, because without that, 
you’d better believe that we’re going to 
see the lobbyists from the insurance 
companies and probably from the phar-
maceutical companies, like on the 
Medicare part D fiasco. So we want to 
create a partnership in the Progressive 
Caucus with Americans who want real 
change in health care. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. If the gentlelady will 
yield. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Absolutely. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. Well, do you remem-

ber Harry and Louise in 1994 when the 
Clintons were proposing a national 
health care plan? The insurance com-
panies got behind this ad about a cou-
ple, an ad that cost millions of dollars. 
It was talking about how bad this 

health care plan would be for America. 
Well, the insurance companies had 
enough industry and had enough funds 
to play that ad over and over and over. 
Also, the Clinton plan was much too 
complicated. Nobody could explain it 
to anybody. It never got all the way to 
being finished in the first place. Do you 
know what? People would not be 
bullied by that kind of ad now. 

Mr. ELLISON. Right. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. They absolutely have 

gone through enough fear of losing 
their own insurance, if they have it and 
if they’re employed. They pay more 
and get less every year for what is of-
fered, and they never know if it’s going 
to be there the next year. 

Those are the people who were say-
ing: No, don’t fool around with my in-
surance coverage. It’s good. I’ve got 
mine. 

Then there were the seniors, retired 
folks: Well, I have my retirement. It’s 
good. I’m really worried. 

Then Harry and Louise scared them 
to death that we were going to take it 
away from them. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. You know, we’re 
still hearing those same arguments 
against the public health insurance op-
tion. They’re saying: Do you want the 
government standing between you and 
your doctor? Do you want the govern-
ment telling you when you can go to 
the doctor? 

That’s just baloney. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. Well, they’re lies. 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. It’s absolutely 

baloney. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. I truly believe that 

they are not going to pull the wool 
over the eyes of the majority of Ameri-
cans. Doctors come to me or call me or 
stop me, and they say: Look, I was 
really against the Clinton plan because 
I was afraid of what I might lose. 

One of my favorite doctor friends 
tells me that he would much rather 
deal with Medicare than with the in-
surance companies, point blank. 

Mr. ELLISON. Right. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. He said that they’re 

not perfect, but that they’re way better 
to deal with. 

So I think that there is going to be a 
whole different set of supporters for 
this when we get it down and out and 
when we let people know exactly what 
it is. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Let me just say 
one thing. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE said that this is 
not a Harry and Louise moment; this is 
a Thelma and Louise moment. You’ll 
remember in the movie that they were 
driving toward a cliff. Actually, as the 
President pointed out when he said it, 
they fell off the cliff . We don’t want to 
drive off a cliff, but that’s where we’re 
heading right now in this country with 
health care. The kind of plan that gives 
the choice to Americans and that al-
lows all Americans to be covered will 
keep us from falling off the cliff and 
more. It will make our society much 
more healthy. 

Mr. ELLISON. That’s a very impor-
tant point. 
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Let me yield to the gentlelady from 

Hawaii. 
Congresswoman HIRONO, you had 

talked about the forums that you’ve 
had and that others have had, and that 
makes me kind of think about what 
Congresswomen SCHAKOWSKY and 
WOOLSEY are talking about in terms of 
organizing people. 

What kind of coalitions do you see 
gathering at these forums? Are these 
folks who you didn’t expect to see 
working together in the past but now 
maybe are? 

I yield to the gentlelady. 
Ms. HIRONO. Thank you for yielding. 
That’s the thing. This system is so 

broken that you’ve got people from all 
segments. You have Republicans and 
Democrats. You have doctors, nurses, 
hospitals, and providers. 

Mr. ELLISON. Businesses. Small 
businesses. 

Ms. HIRONO. Small businesses. You 
have them all coming in, saying: Let’s 
really fix this. Let’s identify the prob-
lem and let’s fix it. 

In our country, we like competition, 
but I don’t think anybody could really 
say that there is competition going on 
among the private health insurance 
carriers. It’s all very complicated. JAN 
talked about how, if you don’t read the 
fine print, you don’t even know if 
you’re not covered for something that 
you think you’re covered for. So it’s all 
very nontransparent. 

That’s why the Progressive Caucus is 
supporting a public insurance option 
that is accountable and that is trans-
parent. Believe me, those two adjec-
tives do not apply to the private insur-
ance carriers, because insurance is tra-
ditionally regulated, or in a manner of 
speaking, very little regulation actu-
ally occurs at the State level. I’ll use 
Hawaii as an example. 

The State of Hawaii regulates the 
rates for automobile insurance because 
Hawaii is a ‘‘no fault’’ State. The State 
regulates the rates for workers’ com-
pensation. I would say most States reg-
ulate workers’ compensation insurance 
rates, but there is no rate regulation, 
and there is no review of the rates that 
private insurance health care carriers 
charge. In fact, most States, I would 
venture to say, don’t even require any 
kind of information from their private 
insurance carriers. That is why there is 
no competition. 

As Americans, we like competition. 
We want to see competition between a 
transparent, accountable public insur-
ance option and a private option. Be-
lieve me, if people like their private 
options, or their private carriers, then 
that’s what it is. It’s a choice, and they 
can keep it. If they are satisfied, they 
ought to be able to keep it. 

Mr. ELLISON. If the gentlelady 
would yield back, I want to ask a ques-
tion of you, if I may. The question is: 
What do you think Americans say on 
this poll question: Do you think it is 
the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment to make sure that all Ameri-
cans have health care coverage or is it 

not the responsibility of the Federal 
Government? 

Does anybody want to venture a 
guess on what most Americans say? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I think the Federal 
Government is responsible. 

Mr. ELLISON. What do you think 
most Americans say? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I think they say the 
Federal Government is responsible. 

Mr. ELLISON. You’re right. Sixty- 
four percent of Americans said it is. 
Thirty-three said it’s not. I think most 
people running for office would like to 
have those kinds of numbers. 

Could I ask another question for any-
body? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Sure. 
Mr. ELLISON. Here is another poll 

question: 
Which comes closest to your view, 

that the United States should continue 
the current health care insurance pro-
gram in which most people get their 
health insurance from their private 
employers but some people have no in-
surance? That’s one option. Two: The 
United States should adopt a universal 
health insurance program in which ev-
eryone is covered under the program, 
like Medicare, that is run by the gov-
ernment and financed by taxpayers? 

Which one do you think Americans 
chose and what percentage? 

Congresswoman SCHAKOWSKY. 
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Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I don’t know the 
exact number. I am not going to make 
a guess. But I think it’s overwhelming 
that people feel that the government 
needs to be a player here in providing 
health care. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Well, KEITH, when 
one in every three Americans under the 
age of 65 was uninsured at some point 
in 2007 and 2008—imagine, every one of 
those people knows that they weren’t 
being taken care of, that they needed 
something that was not available to 
them. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. So what’s the 
answer? How many? 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, the answer is, 
when it says, which comes closest to 
your view, 65 percent said the United 
States should have a universal health 
insurance program under which every-
one is covered, and only 33 percent said 
no. And as I said, there’s not one per-
son in this body who wouldn’t feel pret-
ty good about those numbers. I know 
some people win by a higher percentage 
than that, but 65 percent is pretty good 
for anything. Overwhelming, as you 
said. So that leads me to a question 
that I want to offer to all three of you. 
Do Americans want the change that 
we’re talking about? Or is a public op-
tion some kind of a lefty, far-out-there 
viewpoint that doesn’t have any sup-
port? 

Congresswoman HIRONO, do you have 
any points of view on this? 

Ms. HIRONO. I think that when the 
American public finds out what we’re 
talking about with a public option that 
they will support it because it’s choice. 

Nobody is forcing anything down any-
one’s throat. So when the American 
public receives accurate information, 
as opposed to being scared to death, I 
think they know what the appropriate 
answers are. That’s part of what we 
need to do here. That’s what we’re 
doing tonight, to talk about these op-
tions that we have to talk about, what 
kind of focus we should have in terms 
of how we’re going to use our health 
care dollars: Are we going to use it for 
prevention? Are we going to use it for 
primary care? Are we going to make 
those kinds of decisions with regard to 
how we spend $2 trillion every year? We 
hope we can reduce that. But with ac-
curate information, I think the Amer-
ican public is perfectly able to make 
the correct decisions or appropriate de-
cisions. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I was on FOX 
News not too long ago, and they said, 
Well, how do you know that the gov-
ernment is going to be able to really 
provide health care and it’s not going 
to just be another big expensive bu-
reaucracy? I said, Well, you know, we 
don’t have to guess about it. We can 
just take a look at the record of the 
provision of health care. It’s not just 
the low overhead cost. You go into a 
room of older Americans, 65 and older— 
and I am proud now to have my Medi-
care card. I just got it last week—and 
you say, Republicans or Democrats, do 
you think that we should just get rid of 
Medicare and send you out into the pri-
vate market—actually, that’s what we 
did with the prescription drug pro-
gram—and there isn’t going to be a 
person in that room who would support 
that kind of idea. I mean, people are 
longing to get old enough, hoping to 
make it until they get on Medicare be-
cause it really is a very effective pro-
gram. Could it be better? It could be 
even better. We could have a Medicare 
prescription drug plan, and that would 
be a whole lot better than a private 
plan. 

Ms. HIRONO. When you talk about 
the people who are already being cov-
ered by Medicare or are about to get 
there, the fact of the matter is that our 
country is a rapidly aging country; 
and, in fact, Hawaii has one of the fast-
est aging populations in the entire 
country. So the issue of health care 
coverage and how we’re going to do it 
is very much on people’s minds. When 
you talk about, how are people sup-
posed to take care of their long-term 
care needs, that is a huge, huge con-
cern in our country. 

So what we should be also talking 
about is, how are we going to help our 
elders age in place as opposed to having 
to be institutionalized where the costs 
are so much greater? There are just so 
many choices that we can be making 
that truly enables the people of our 
country to sleep soundly at night, 
knowing their needs are being met. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. One of the things we 
are going to hear, and we’re already 
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hearing is, Well, we can’t make the in-
surance companies compete with a pub-
lic plan. It won’t be fair to the insur-
ance companies. Well, excuse me. The 
insurance companies have a huge mar-
keting budget. They have an overhead 
that’s so much more than the public 
Medicare program. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I’ve heard their 
CEOs get paid pretty well, too. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Oh, and their CEOs 
get paid so much. If they can’t compete 
with a public plan, oh, too bad. They’ll 
either, you know, plus up and get bet-
ter and only pay their CEOs so much or 
more people will go on the public plan. 
And if we have a good public plan, over 
the years—and I don’t know how long 
it will be—it can lead to a single uni-
versal coverage. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. What we’re 
going to have is an exchange that will 
allow for all these different choices for 
Americans. But let’s face it, even the 
private companies now are going to 
have to play by different rules. For ex-
ample, pre-existing conditions are not 
going to be a reason to exclude anyone 
on public or private plans any longer. 
There will be some defined benefits 
that have to be covered so you don’t 
find out when you get sick that, Uh-oh, 
this wasn’t covered, and we thought it 
was. 

Congresswoman HIRONO, you talked 
about transparency and all of this 
whole industry of health care, which it 
really is in this country now, is going 
to be much more family-friendly, peo-
ple-friendly, where you can understand 
actually what you’re getting, and then 
you can decide what you want. 

Mr. ELLISON. Can I just ask the 
question here, what is wrong—and I 
think as progressives we do have to ad-
dress this question—with just having 
single payer? Let me just say, 2,275 
people wanted to know that. That was 
from www.progressivecongress.org. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. If the gentleman will 
yield to me, in 1993 I was actually a 
freshman, my first month, just sworn 
in to this House of Representatives. I 
was the first freshman to sign on to the 
single payer bill. JIM MCDERMOTT was 
then the author. I have been a single 
payer supporter. I would be so happy if 
we could move into single payer. The 
arguments I hear make some sense 
that by disrupting everything right 
now at once would be more harmful 
than putting together a plan that can 
get to the single payer. But I can tell 
you in my district—and I represent 
Marin and Sonoma Counties, probably 
as progressive a district as anyplace in 
this country—when I say what I just 
said, that we’re not pushing for single 
payer, although the great majority, 90 
percent of the Progressive Caucus 
would vote for a single payer right now 
today; but that’s not 90 percent of the 
Congress, House and Senate. But when 
I tell my constituents that, I will tell 
you, they look like they could cry. 
They are so disappointed in me. I 
mean, it’s like, What, you? 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Actually, when 
you ask the American people if you 

want either all private or all public or 
a choice of the two, the overwhelming 
response is that people want to have 
the choice of a private or a public. And 
so what we’re doing now is building on 
what people feel comfortable with, and 
we certainly don’t want to have people 
worrying that they’re going to lose 
something that they feel pretty good 
about right now. So I think that the 
notion of having this competition be-
tween the two is the kind of plan that 
can move us forward to get everyone 
covered right now in the United States 
of America. We’ll see how this multi-
plicity of choices actually evolves or 
turns out, or maybe it will be the thing 
that can last and be successful in pro-
viding all Americans with health insur-
ance. But we’re not in the business of 
scaring people that they’re going to 
lose something that they find really 
works for them. Instead, we’re in the 
business of giving people rational, 
good, quality choices. 

Mr. ELLISON. For the record, I will 
not vote for any health care that does 
not include a public option. I will not 
do it. That’s a guaranteed ‘‘no’’ vote. 
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And I cannot be dissuaded from that. 
And I also want to say I am a dedicated 
single-payer advocate. I am going to 
continue to raise this issue. I have be-
fore. But the fact is politics is the art 
of the possible, and we do have the lim-
itation, as the gentlelady from Cali-
fornia mentioned, of not having 100 
percent of all the Congress yet being 
Progressives. And so we have to do 
what we have to do. And I have abso-
lute faith that with the public option 
along the lines of Medicaid, Medicare, 
or the VA, that it will outcompete 
what these other guys are doing. And if 
they can’t outcompete them, that is 
fine, but the fact is I believe that they 
will. 

Let me yield to the gentlelady. Do 
you want to respond to this question 
that 2,275 people asked from 
www.progressivecongress.org? Do you 
want to answer that question, what is 
wrong with just having the single- 
payer? Or do you want to pass it? 

Ms. HIRONO. I don’t think there is 
anything wrong with the single-payer. 
But as you say, we are dealing with a 
lot of interests and ideas, and as Presi-
dent Obama said, this is a time when 
all of the perspectives ought to be 
given consideration and due respect. 
And I think that moving this discus-
sion to a consideration of a public in-
surance option is a pretty large step, in 
my view. And if you add that in addi-
tion to the promoting of the use of in-
formation technology for medical 
records, and there are a number of 
other things we can do to move the ball 
so that we can get quality medical care 
for more people and have it affordable, 
I think that what we are talking about 
right now with the public option moves 
that ball in that direction. 

Mr. ELLISON. We have a progressive 
America out there, and there are cer-

tain things they want answered. An-
other question they had was why do in-
surance companies have so much input 
into the health care reform debate; 
1,704 people asked that question. Again, 
why do insurance companies have so 
much input into the health care reform 
debate? 

Do any of one of you want to grab 
that one? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I will make a stab at 
it. They are organized. They have asso-
ciations. They have a lot of money, and 
they will spend that money on adver-
tising. They will spend that money on 
helping Members of Congress get elect-
ed. And I am not saying that every 
Member of Congress that takes dona-
tions from anybody or any industry 
votes with them, but I’m saying— 

Mr. ELLISON. It sure helps. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. This particular in-

dustry has wielded a lot of money and 
a lot of power around this Congress, 
but it is mostly that they have been 
able to choke off the information that 
the grassroots was not able to receive 
the first time around. That is not going 
to happen again. We are not going to 
let that happen. 

All the money in the world is not 
going to be able to close down our 
voices, the thousands of people that are 
e-mailing us on our congress.org, and 
they know where we are with them and 
we are going to keep this. And the 
Democrats are with them for the most 
part. We are going to make it happen. 
The President is with them. 

Mr. ELLISON. If the gentlelady 
would yield back, I just want to remind 
everybody by saying that, you know, 
President Obama did say that if we 
were starting a health care system 
from scratch he would be pushing sin-
gle-payer, but we are not. You have 
people who have vested interests, who 
have settled expectations, and so if 
people are committed to the plan they 
have, they can keep that. But there 
will be a public option for people who 
want to do that, and under no cir-
cumstances can these insurance com-
panies deny people for preexisting con-
ditions and things like that. 

Do you want to take another ques-
tion? 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Sure. 
Mr. ELLISON. Here is an important 

question people have. Why can’t the 
public have the same insurance that 
Members of Congress have? And 953 
people wanted to know that. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Actually, that is 
exactly what we are talking about, 
making sure that everybody has a plan 
at least as good as the Members of Con-
gress. It can be even better. Our Fed-
eral employee benefit plan, we have a 
choice of only private insurance com-
panies that we can pick from. I think 
maybe people think that we have—and 
I’m certainly not complaining. We can 
pick a good plan, but it is not like Cad-
illac insurance. We pick among a num-
ber of different insurance policies, 
some better, some that provide less 
coverage, depending on how much you 
want to spend. 
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But what we will give people is some-

thing as good as Congress gets, and I 
think better, if there is this choice of a 
public option. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I echo Congress-
woman SCHAKOWSKY, so I don’t have to 
take up your time. So you can ask an-
other question. 

Ms. HIRONO. Ditto for me. 
Mr. ELLISON. I would like to put 

this one out to you. What is it going to 
take for you—I think they mean us—to 
wake up and smell the catastrophe 
that profit health care is? 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Let me just say, 
first of all, I don’t know what a catas-
trophe smells like. But I think a lot of 
people out there are getting that whiff 
of what a wreckage the current so- 
called—we don’t really have a health 
care system. It is kind of a hodgepodge. 

I did want to say, talking about even 
our Federal plan, between 2007 and 2008, 
14 different insurance plans dropped 
out of the Federal employees plan. And 
so thousands of Federal employees who 
have a plan like we do had to look for 
new coverage. And so when you have 
got a public option, it is going to be 
there. It is not going to go out of busi-
ness and you have to search around for 
something to replace it. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Because for senior 
care, when HMOs took on senior care, 
Medicare Advantage, et cetera, I went 
to one of my providers in my district, 
and they were telling me about this 
wonderful plan that was very good. 
And I said, Well, what are you going to 
do when people start using it? And they 
looked at me like I was just a nut on 
Earth. And guess what? In 21⁄2 years, 
when seniors started using the plan 
that they had purchased, this group 
went out of business, and those seniors 
had to find someplace else in the dis-
trict because people were using the 
plan. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, if the gentlelady 
yields back, it is a lot easier to make 
money when you’re just collecting the 
money as opposed to when you actually 
have to pay it out. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. There are a lot 
of people who, quite correctly, feel as if 
health insurance is for the healthy, 
that if you get sick, forget it. It is not 
always there for you. We all know that. 

Mr. ELLISON. The fact is that many 
insurance companies, I think the whole 
industry identifies when a person goes 
to a doctor and needs to actually use 
that coverage, they call that a medical 
loss. They see that as a loss to them. 
That is messing with their money when 
somebody says, Hey, I actually need to 
use the coverage that I’m paying you 
an arm and a leg for. That is why some 
of these companies go out of business. 
It is not designed to do that. 

The fact is we talked about how med-
ical expense costs families tremen-
dously and also ends up people having 
to declare bankruptcy so often. The 
fact is that is one side of the coin. 

The other side of the coin is the over-
whelming amount of profit that the in-
dustry makes. And I just want to point 

out that in an industry where you have 
CEOs making $1.6 billion like Bill 
McGuire of United Health Group made, 
how can you get that kind of money 
unless a whole lot of people are not 
getting the health care that they 
should get? How can you have these ex-
orbitant profits that people are turning 
over and still cover everybody? Well, 
you can’t do it. You either have to cut 
people out of coverage, you have to 
deny claims, and then you can pay ex-
orbitant profits. Or you have to actu-
ally run a decent system that extends 
coverage, but in that case you don’t 
have people making googobs of money, 
and so you really do have to make a 
basic and essential choice. 

Ms. HIRONO. As I had mentioned 
earlier, it is generally the States regu-
late, so-called regulate, insurance com-
panies. So most States do not have the 
kind of resources or even the laws that 
allow them to look at what the health 
care insurance companies are doing, 
how they are basing their cost in-
creases or their premium increases. So 
there really is a lack of transparency 
and accountability. And when you 
don’t have the ability to look at the re-
lationship between the rates they are 
charging and what the claims are, how 
can you even begin to say that people’s 
needs are actually being met or that 
cost containment is actually occur-
ring? You can’t. 
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You can’t. 
Mr. ELLISON. Well, if the gentlelady 

yields back, let me tell you. Cost con-
tainment, remember, any time I charge 
you and you paid me, I now made some 
money, right? I’m not against making 
money. This is America, and we have a 
free enterprise system. But there is 
such a thing as abuse. 

Let me point out, profits at 10 of the 
country’s largest publicly traded 
health insurance companies rose 428 
percent—I’d say that’s pretty good— 
from 2000 to 2007. In 2007, alone, the 
chief executive officers at these compa-
nies collected a combined total com-
pensation of $118.6 million, an average 
of $11.9 million each. And if it’s an av-
erage, you know some made more and 
some made less. And the fact is that 
that is 468 times more than the $25,000 
a year that an average American work-
er makes. So the fact is, these folks are 
making 468 times more than the aver-
age wage of an average worker in the 
United States. And we’re wondering 
why we’ve got problems. There’s no 
wonder why we have problems. That’s 
why we need a universal, single-payer 
system. But if we can’t get it now, let’s 
get a system where you keep your in-
surance, and we have a public option. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. You know, we’ve 
heard horror stories for years about 
how insurance companies hire people 
who are essentially told, at least on 
the first ask, just to deny the proce-
dure, to just say no. And there was, I 
remember a very brave doctor who 
ended up working for an insurance 

company and denying a procedure for 
somebody who actually died. And she 
came to cleanse her soul, to essentially 
apologize; left that company with enor-
mous amounts of guilt, and said that 
that’s how the business operated. 

And what we’re trying to create is a 
health system, a health care system, 
not one that is designed to make any-
body a profit. It’s to keep people 
healthy. And that’s what I’ve said to 
an insurance company that said, well, 
you know, how are we going to com-
pete? 

I said, look, the object of this policy 
discussion is to figure out how are we 
going to provide health care to Ameri-
cans. The goal, you know, if companies 
can make money doing that and work-
ing within the system that we pre-
scribe, God bless them. That’s what 
we’re heading toward right now. But 
the goal is not to figure out how to 
maintain their high profits when it’s 
done at the expense of the health care 
of millions and millions of Americans. 
That’s the bottom line. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. And if the gentle-
woman will yield. Insurers have in-
creased premiums 87 percent over the 
last 6 years. And the premiums have 
doubled in the last 9 years, increasing 
four times faster than wages. So, what 
for? To pay the high salaries of the 
CEOs and to hire more bean counters. 

Mr. ELLISON. I do have to say, let’s 
get the last one, because we’ve got 
about 30 seconds to go, and I think 
Congresswoman HIRONO is going to get 
the last word. And this has been the 
Congressional Progressive Caucus, and 
you’re going to take us out. 

Ms. HIRONO. Health care is a right, 
not a privilege, and everyone in our 
country deserves quality, affordable 
health care with choice. 

Mr. ELLISON. And I think that pret-
ty much does it. This has been the Pro-
gressive Caucus with the progressive 
message, and we’ll see you next week. 

f 

REPUBLICAN FRESHMAN 
PERSPECTIVE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CONNOLLY of Virginia). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
6, 2009, the gentlewoman from Wyo-
ming (Mrs. LUMMIS) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Speaker, my 
name is Cynthia Lummis. I am the 
Member of Congress from Wyoming. I 
am a freshman and a Republican. 

This is the first time that the fresh-
man Republicans have engaged in a 
Special Order, and it’s my privilege to 
be joined by members of the Repub-
lican freshmen. This is our opportunity 
to share with you our perspective on 
these first 5 months in Congress that 
we have shared together as freshmen, 
to tell you a little bit about ourselves 
and about our views about this process, 
about where we have been in the last 5 
months and where we think, as fiscal 
conservatives, the Nation should be 
going instead. 
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And I’m so pleased to be joined, first 

of all, by one of my freshmen col-
leagues, who has a very interesting 
background. GLENN THOMPSON, from 
Pennsylvania, is in addition to his pro-
fessional career a volunteer firefighter 
and has volunteered for the Boy Scouts 
for 30 years. I yield to him to talk to 
you about why he chose to run for Con-
gress and what he is accomplishing 
here, and how he feels that if this Con-
gress could work together more closely 
on fiscal conservatism, how this Nation 
would currently be better off and on 
the road to recovery. 

I yield to Mr. THOMPSON. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 

Well, I thank the gentlewoman from 
Wyoming, and it’s a pleasure to be with 
you tonight here and sharing our re-
flections on these first 5 months as 
Members of the 111th Congress. It’s an 
honor to serve in Congress. It’s an 
honor today. 

In health care, my background was 
health care. I always had one boss. And 
today I consider that I have 660,000 
very smart people that I work for in 
the constituents of the Pennsylvania 
Fifth Congressional District, and 
frankly, it’s an honor to serve those in-
dividuals and this great Nation. 

And I’m proud to be a part of this 
freshman Republican class. We come 
with diverse backgrounds, as you began 
to talk about, but we have a common 
characteristic of bringing real change 
to Congress. And it’s change that the 
American citizens deserve and need to 
have. It’s a vision of fiscal account-
ability, of preserving individual free-
dom and liberty and returning America 
to the values that this country was 
built upon. 

And you touched off, the gentlelady 
has really touched off with the first 
one for this evening for our discussion, 
fiscal responsibility. And I would put 
in with that, fiscal accountability and 
transparency in terms of how the tax-
payer dollars are being spent. We are 
guardians of, we are trusted. We have a 
responsibility to make sure that those 
dollars that the American citizens 
work hard for, that they are spent 
wisely here in Washington, and only on 
those things that they should be spent 
on and not wasted and spent in a way 
that’s transparent and that’s account-
able. 

You know, Washington, DC, really 
doesn’t have a revenue problem. We 
have a spending problem. We hear time 
and time again with the legislation 
being proposed, well, you know, under 
the last administration we had a spend-
ing problem. Well, as the freshman 
class we recognize that. I think we 
agree with it. That’s one of the reasons 
we came to Washington, because we 
knew that there was out of control 
spending here and that the American 
people deserved better. They deserve 
the same fiscal responsibility from 
their Federal Government that they 
exercise in their own household budg-
ets every day. 

American families make tough deci-
sions when things get tough fiscally. 

You know, they don’t go out. They 
don’t put more money—they know 
enough not to go out and do deficit 
spending and fill up all the credit cards 
and take out loans where they have no 
idea who’s going to be able to afford to 
lend them the money, if somebody will. 
But the Federal Government has been 
doing that. 

You know, the freshmen, the Repub-
lican freshmen, all came here to re-
store fiscal accountability and respon-
sibility. And that’s why we’re united in 
opposing the massive waste-filled stim-
ulus, or as I prefer to call it, 
‘‘stimuless’’ bill that we had. 

And I don’t think it’s a reflection on 
my public education, but I have to say 
before I came to Congress I had no idea 
how many zeros were in a trillion. 

b 2230 

The fact is I really didn’t think it 
was physically possible to be able to 
spend almost $2 trillion in 3 months, 
but frankly, my friends and colleagues, 
Democratic colleagues, proved me 
wrong with that. In the President’s 
first 100 days, it’s estimated he spent 
$11.9 billion for each day he was in of-
fice. That’s a number that’s very dif-
ficult to wrap our brains around in 
terms of that amount of money. That 
means more new debt will be created 
under this one budget than all the com-
bined debt created by the previous 43 
Presidents, going all the way back to 
George Washington. 

That’s a lot of debt, and that’s debt 
that the American people do not de-
serve to have. It’s debt that I don’t 
consider I will be in a position to pay 
back, my children, my grandchildren I 
don’t have yet, great-grandchildren—I 
don’t know how many greats we’re 
going to have to go out in order to get 
enough generations to be able to sat-
isfy that debt that we’ve wracked up 
just in 5 months here in Congress. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. I have the privilege of 
serving on the House Budget Com-
mittee, and yesterday Dr. Bernanke 
testified at our hearing and expressed 
his concern over the need for Congress 
to develop a plan to come up with a 
way to deal with these debts and our 
deficit issues. They are part of a risk 
that is presented to our country long 
term if we don’t begin to address them 
now, and after passing a $700-plus bil-
lion stimulus package, over $1.1 trillion 
when you consider the interest on top 
of that; also, the $410 billion budget for 
the current fiscal year; and then ap-
proving in the Budget Committee, over 
the objection of all of the Republicans 
a nearly $3.6 trillion budget for the 
next fiscal year, I firmly agree with the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania about 
the concerns that we all have as fresh-
men, Republicans, for the tremendous 
debt and the tremendous deficit that is 
being undertaken. 

I would like to ask a couple of other 
colleagues to join in this conversation. 
Next, calling on BLAINE LUETKEMEYER 
of Missouri, who is another member of 
our freshman Republican class who is 

the rarest of rare commodities in Con-
gress in that he has operated and con-
tinues to operate a small business. He 
currently operates a 160-acre farm after 
serving as a leader in a number of 
other small businesses. And if any enti-
ty within this Congress does not get 
the attention it deserves, I would sug-
gest that it is small business. 

And I yield to my colleague, Mr. 
LUETKEMEYER from Missouri. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. I thank the 
gentlelady from Wyoming (Mrs. 
LUMMIS). It’s a great evening that 
you’ve put together for us here. 

You know, we’ve been here a little 
over a 100 days, about 120 days now, 
and we’ve all got some first impres-
sions of what this body is all about, 
what our work is all about, and it’s 
been kind of an eye-opening experience 
for me coming from the Midwest. 

My little community in my district I 
think is a true slice of Americana, in 
that it’s full of small towns and it’s 
where you know your neighbors and 
where you wave at them as they go by. 
You know, we still have gun racks in 
the back of pickups where I come up. 
But we also have some great people, 
and that’s the reason that I was excited 
to be able to represent those folks. 

You know, where I come from people 
still believe in limited government, 
lower taxes, self-reliance on the indi-
vidual, common sense, and balanced 
budgets, whether they’re their own or 
the local political entity. 

It’s kind of ironic, though. When you 
get here, things seem to change. In my 
mind, what a difference 2,000 miles 
make in the way governance takes 
place. Coming from the statehouse in 
Missouri, I know it’s completely dif-
ferent, but yet it’s the same type of 
process; although that kind of seems to 
be completely different. 

You know, here, instead of limited 
government, we seem to be content and 
intent on expanding government by 
leaps and bounds into every aspect of 
people’s lives, into the businesses. 

Instead of lower taxes, we’re about to 
consider the largest tax increase in the 
history of this country, which I think 
will push us off an economic cliff. I 
have some grave concerns about it. As 
I go home and talk to my constituents 
about the carbon tax, the cap-and- 
trade bill that’s coming up shortly, 
they’re alarmed and they’re very con-
cerned. 

Another one that I mentioned was 
self-reliance. It’s interesting that 
today we passed another bill which 
adds to the government payroll, the 
government bailout, the government, 
people on our payroll, instead of allow-
ing people to be able to take care of 
themselves. 

And if you’d mind, I’ve got a little 
story to tell about some good folks at 
home that are just like everybody 
else’s, but it’s interesting to see and to 
note we had a terrible tragedy that ran 
through my district a few weeks ago. 
We had a tornado that went through 
and actually killed three folks, very 
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tragic, did thousands of dollars worth 
of damage. It happened during the 
week when I was here in DC. So I called 
up my folks at home and asked a cou-
ple of my guys to be sure and go out 
and talk to those folks and give them 
some help, whatever help they needed, 
and assure them we’d be there to help 
them in whatever way we could. 

I went there the next day when I did 
get home and met with the local lead-
ers and it was amazing. All the emer-
gency folks, the community leaders 
had everything under control, and it 
was amazing how ordered and how or-
derly they were. There was no Federal 
Government running in there to tell 
them what to do. They were all doing 
it themselves with their own plans. 

Then I went out and talked to the 
local folks who had sustained the dam-
age, who had endured this tragedy. And 
while they were upset and distraught 
and certainly you know, not in the best 
frame of mind, they still were very 
thankful because they had a commu-
nity of folks that was around them, 
that was giving them the support that 
they needed to be able to withstand 
this ordeal and get through it. 

And the strength of the community 
is a thing that really was impactful to 
me, from the standpoint that that com-
munity came together, and there was 
such an outpouring that there was 
probably more help than they actually 
needed to help with the cleanup and to 
give them the support they needed to 
get back on their feet. 

And that’s the kind of people that we 
have in this country, all over this 
country. Given the chance, they can be 
that self-reliant people that can bring 
this country back to what it is. 

With regards to the common sense I 
mentioned a minute ago, it’s one of the 
most often heard comments I hear 
when I go back home, What in the 
world are you guys doing in DC? And of 
course, my response is, well, common 
sense is something a little in short sup-
ply here in DC sometimes. Just, it’s 
kind of a foreign concept. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. That is exactly what I 
hear when I go home. Wyoming people 
want Wyoming common sense. It is the 
same kind of common sense that you 
discussed was evident among people 
that were experiencing a tragedy in 
your district and who got together and 
solved the problem, and that is some-
thing that we as a class of freshman 
Republicans hope to do as well. 

We represent 20 States. We span in 
age from 28 years old, our youngest 
Member, to 64 years old. Five are phy-
sicians or work in health care, and as 
Mr. THOMPSON mentioned, he works in 
health care. One of our physicians is 
with us this evening, Dr. PHIL ROE, and 
we will be visiting with him shortly. 
We have two college athletes, six with 
military backgrounds among our 22 
freshmen Republicans, four former 
State treasurers and 16 State legisla-
tors or statewide officers. 

And I know Mr. LUETKEMEYER was a 
State legislator, as was I, as is our next 

freshman who’s going to visit with us, 
a gentleman from Minnesota, ERIK 
PAULSEN, and I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota who first I might men-
tion still finds time to teach Sunday 
school at his Lutheran church, Mis-
souri Synod, of which I am also a mem-
ber, and who as State legislator helped 
eliminate Minnesota’s $4.5 billion 
State budget deficit without raising 
taxes. So this is someone that we des-
perately need working to pull off a 
similar success story here in Wash-
ington. 

I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota. 

Mr. PAULSEN. Well, I thank the 
gentlelady for yielding and organizing 
our little get-together tonight, and I 
have to tell you it’s been a wonderful 
opportunity to serve as a freshman 
Member of Congress, not only with our 
good Republican Members who are here 
taking some time on the House floor 
tonight, but even with some of the 
Democrat counterparts who have been 
trying to work on a bipartisan basis. I 
think a lot of us, to be honest, are frus-
trated with the leadership around here 
that doesn’t necessarily give us the op-
portunity to offer amendments, to offer 
change that Washington in particular I 
think really does need, the American 
people more than anything really need 
right now. 

You mentioned small business ear-
lier. I have to tell you, one of my ob-
servations here after being a freshman 
Member, not only being away from 
family, spending time away from fam-
ily, but the frustration of trillions of 
dollars of new spending, driving up the 
Federal budget deficit at an alarming 
rate and the Federal debt at an alarm-
ing rate. 

b 2240 
But it’s really a lack of focus on 

small business. Think of it. Seven to 
eight of every ten new jobs comes from 
small business. That is really the en-
gine of economic growth in this coun-
try. 

Rightfully so, the new administra-
tion and this Congress wanted to focus 
on a stimulus package to help the 
economy. Unfortunately, I think we 
really missed an opportunity to help 
small businesses. 

I held some small business 
roundtables in my district and, boy, 
some of the stories I heard from those 
folks were a little bit alarming. One 
gentleman in particular said he basi-
cally felt that high taxes were the hin-
drance. High taxes were the hindrance 
to his continued economic growth. He’s 
been forced indefinitely now to delay a 
multimillion-dollar project. 

Another gentleman that came to 
that small business roundtable, he told 
me specifically that small businesses 
should be able to save more of their 
money for a rainy day. And they’re all 
going through a rainy day right now, 
like a lot of the American public is 
going through, unfortunately. But the 
tax code penalizes them for doing that, 
so we’re not helping small business. 

There’s one other gentleman who 
owns a company. He basically was frus-
trated that the credit markets are 
hurting his ability to get additional 
capital. If he could just get a couple 
more hundred thousand dollars of cred-
it from a community bank, from a 
bank of some sort, he could hire some 
more people. He’s been hiring brand 
new employees that have never been 
employed in the workforce before. So 
he has got some good success stories to 
tell. We want to keep that going, how-
ever. 

So, as a member of the Financial 
Services Committee, I have been frus-
trated because it seems all of our dis-
cussion here in Washington is about 
too big to fail; how are we going to 
help all these big companies. But how 
are we going to help small business? 
That’s where we really, I think, have 
to focus our time and attention, be-
cause if we’re going to pull ourselves 
out of this economic recession, we have 
to help the small business owner down 
the road because that’s the person who 
has put in all the risk, all their indi-
vidual capital, the entrepreneurship, 
that spirit of America that founded 
this country. That’s where I think we 
really need to have our effort going for-
ward. 

And you think of the problems we 
have seen lately with the government 
now buying the large auto companies 
and having a stake—60 percent owner-
ship that the taxpayers who are watch-
ing us tonight now own General Mo-
tors. That’s very troubling. Very trou-
bling. 

In particular, I have met—and I 
think all of you, Congresswoman 
LUMMIS and others, have met with 
small business people who come and 
seek our help as they walk the Halls of 
Congress saying, Here’s what you can 
do to help us get some business tax re-
lief. 

This week I met with small business 
people who are frustrated. They receive 
a letter of notice in the mail saying 
they had to close their operation be-
cause that was the will of the auto 
task force from the administration. 
And I think these auto dealers who 
have put in so much time and effort— 
many of these are family businesses 
and they have, unfortunately, invested 
their time, their capital. They own the 
land. They own the company. They’re 
selling cars. They employ people, and 
they’re forced to lay off folks. 

And so I’m frustrated. I’d like to see 
the government not picking the win-
ners and losers here. 

So I’m just really encouraged. We 
have got a good class of freshmen that 
want to help small business. I know 
Congressman SCHOCK has an initiative 
to go forward that will temporarily 
provide some payroll tax relief for the 
employers and the employees, which I 
think is so critical from a real eco-
nomic stimulus plan. 

And I’m working on an economic 
plan for small business right now to 
separate business income from personal 
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income because, as we all know, many 
of these small businesses unfortunately 
pay their taxes at that individual rate. 
And when they’re paying at that indi-
vidual rate, it’s a higher rate, espe-
cially under the new tax plan that was 
passed by Congress. 

So now they’re going to be paying 
higher taxes, so they can’t hire some-
body. They can’t buy more equipment. 
So, if we can separate those streams of 
income, I think we have tremendous 
opportunity to help small business. 

So I want to keep working with you 
on that effort 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. PAULSEN. I’d be happy to yield. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. You know, that is 

very much a bipartisan frustration 
right now. I read of Senators and other 
House Members who are tremendously 
concerned about their local dealers, 
GM, Chrysler, having to give up a prof-
itable business because of this take-
over. Both sides of the aisle on both 
sides of the Capitol building share in 
their tremendous frustration over the 
manner in which the bankruptcy of GM 
and Chrysler are playing out. 

I want to give a moment to another 
member of our freshman class who has 
joined us, Dr. ROE. The gentleman from 
Tennessee served as a doctor for 2 
years in the U.S. Army Medical Corps 
and has delivered close to 5,000 babies. 
He also has been the mayor of his small 
town and was very successful in using 
their landfill as a source of energy for 
that community. And being a mayor of 
a town of people of very modest means 
requires an amount of creativity that 
is unique in this country. 

Welcome, Dr. ROE. Please join our 
discussion. 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Thank you. 
It’s great to be here tonight. I, too, 
echo Congressman PAULSEN. We do 
have a very, very fine, diverse fresh-
man class. I think we add a lot to the 
debate. 

I guess many of the speakers tonight 
sort of mentioned why they ran for 
Congress. I do have one distinct advan-
tage. I delivered a lot of my own vot-
ers. So that’s a huge advantage when 
you’re out on the trail and you deliver 
babies. 

I ran, really, to serve my country. I 
have had a very successful medical ca-
reer in Johnson City, Tennessee, which 
is where I’m from. And for those of you 
who don’t know, so you can remember, 
it’s the only congressional district in 
America that’s had two Presidents, An-
drew Jackson, Andrew Johnson, and 
Davy Crockett served in this body as a 
Congressman. Andrew Jackson was the 
first person to sit in this seat, so it’s a 
very historic seat in northeast Ten-
nessee. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Will the gentleman 
yield? I understand that in the old Sen-
ate Chamber that still exists in this 
building that you can go see Congress-
man Crockett’s desk. Is that the case? 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Yes, that is 
correct. That is correct. The reason 

that I—it was about 10 years ago. I 
have never had service in the State 
government or Federal Government be-
fore. I really wanted to take this time 
just to serve my country as I did my 
patients over the years. So I was asked 
to be on the city commission and ran 
and was fortunate enough to win, and 
then became mayor of Johnson City 
after my second win. 

I brought a very simple philosophy to 
government, and that is: Spend less 
than you take in. It’s not complicated. 

Well, how do we do with that philos-
ophy? Well, we had 6 years ago in our 
city of 60,000 people, we had $2 million, 
approximately $2 million in reserve. 
When I last came to Congress, we had 
$24 million in reserve. We have not 
raised taxes, and our bond rating went 
up during 2008 when everybody else’s 
had gone off a cliff. 

The city has a great management, 
has a great commission. They’re going 
to balance this budget. And every sin-
gle budget we passed had a surplus. 

Now, the philosophy in Washington, 
D.C., I found, is you borrow more than 
you take in. You spend that and what 
you take in also. That’s what we’ve 
done here this year. As you probably 
have mentioned, we start our fiscal 
year on 1 October. And by the 26th of 
April of this year, we had spent all the 
money that the taxpayers had sent us 
for the year. So everything we’re run-
ning on now is borrowed money. 

The folks back home, as they have 
you all, ask you what is your biggest 
frustration or surprise or whatever. A 
lot of them think it’s the workload. 
It’s not that. To me, it’s the partisan-
ship and, second, it’s the spending. I 
just can’t get over the staggering 
amount of money that we spend up 
here. 

And to give you an example, in our 
local city, we’ve put $120-plus million 
in water and sewer improvements. 
Didn’t raise taxes. We were able to do 
that. We paid for it. We didn’t have the 
Federal Government pay for it. We paid 
for it locally. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Yes. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. How did you pay for 

it? 
Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Well, we just 

spent less than what we took in. It 
wasn’t complicated. In the city where 
we were, we have one of the lowest tax 
rates in the State of Tennessee. So 
smaller government, less people work-
ing. We had fewer employees than we 
had 8 years ago. And lean government. 
They reward you. The taxpayers like 
that and they reward you for that kind 
of work. 

The other thing we did was we could 
see—and all of you all dealt with this 
in State governments—the new ozone 
levels that the EPA came down with 
when they lowered that from 80 to 75 
parts per billion, a lot of people around 
don’t understand what that means. 
Well, if you go into nonattainment, 
meaning you don’t attain those stand-

ards, the EPA has a right to freeze all 
building permits, so you cannot grow 
your community. 

And we understood where we were. If 
you had the infrastructure, the roads, 
water, sewer, and schools, you could 
grow and business would want to come 
there. As ERIK pointed out, you want 
an environment where business can 
flourish. 

And we looked at the challenge we 
had with energy and said, Okay, how do 
we manage this energy problem we’re 
having? Did we look at raising taxes on 
power? No. What we did was this. We 
had a landfill, as you’ve mentioned, 
and we looked at this as an oppor-
tunity. And we went into a private- 
public partnership with a private com-
pany, zero tax dollars, and formed this 
partnership where we went to our land-
fill, we capped the landfill, drilled wells 
into it, sent a pipe 4 miles over to our 
VA, which is a hundred-acre VA, the 
Quillen College of Medicine, named 
after Congressman Quillen who served 
here for 34 years. Huge campus. They 
heat and cool that campus with the 
gas, the methane gas, which is the sec-
ond largest greenhouse gas outside of 
carbon dioxide. 

You, the Federal taxpayer, get a 15 
percent discount on your bill. We, the 
local taxpayer, make money off royal-
ties—about half a million-plus per 
year—and the private company created 
jobs and made money. That’s the way 
you do it. 

We cut our consumption from a mil-
lion gallons of fuel a year to 850,000 gal-
lons. And when gas was $4 a gallon, 
that’s very, very significant. 

b 2250 

To give you another example about 
what you could do: around the country, 
we did some simple things like just 
change the lights in a stoplight from 
the 150-watt bulb to an LED bulb. In 
every intersection over the period of 
that lighting, you can save almost $800 
per intersection. Multiply that across 
the country. It’s the carrot versus the 
stick that we’re seeing now. 

You all may have talked about this 
before I got here, but within days of 
getting here, we were faced with the 
stimulus package, which arrived as a 
450-page document that went to the 
Senate and came back as 750 pages. It 
then came back at conference at 1,071. 
I carry it around in the trunk of my 
car and show people how big it is. We 
had 4 hours or 5 hours to read it here 
on the House floor. We got it, I think, 
at 9 o’clock on Friday morning and put 
it on at 2 o’clock that afternoon. 

Then we were faced with the omnibus 
spending bill. The 110th Congress had 
12 appropriations in the bill, and we 
have them every year. Only three had 
been passed. Every local government, 
every business, every State in the 
Union tightens their belts when their 
revenue is down. So what did we do? 
We went up 8 percent. We passed an 8 
percent increase. I felt like I was in the 
twilight zone. Then we got the next 
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budget after we got a $1.8 trillion def-
icit. Guess what? We raised that 8 per-
cent. Then there is this year’s budget 
that’s coming along, and that’s $3.9 
trillion. People back home—I’m talk-
ing about Democrats, Republicans, 
Independents, and apolitical people—do 
not understand that, and I don’t under-
stand that kind of spending. It is not 
sustainable. 

Now we’ve got two big issues that 
we’re going to be facing that are com-
ing up ahead of us: our health care— 
and I’m really glad to be in the middle 
of that discussion—and the carbon tax. 

I yield back. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you. 
Let me tell you about a few of our 

other classmates who could not be here 
this evening. We anticipated that we 
would have votes tomorrow and that 
we would have more members of our 
freshman class able to join us, but be-
cause of votes not being taken tomor-
row, some people tried to get home to-
night so they could visit with both 
their families and their constituents. 

Among them is CHRIS LEE from New 
York, who has spent two decades as a 
business entrepreneur in New York; 
TOM MCCLINTOCK of California, another 
of our freshman colleagues, who was 
first elected to the California State 
Legislature at the age of 26; PETE 
OLSON of Texas, a naval aviator for 9 
years, who had missions in the Persian 
Gulf, also a naval liaison officer in the 
U.S. Senate; another, BILL POSEY of 
Florida, an accomplished stock car 
racer. We have all become, of course, 
Pittsburgh Steeler fans due to our good 
friend and fellow freshman, TOM ROO-
NEY of Florida, who also played college 
football and was a special assistant 
U.S. Attorney at Fort Hood and taught 
military law. 

With that kind of diversity in our 
freshman class, it has been really help-
ful to me. For example, between votes, 
I can sit down on the floor next to Rep-
resentative ROONEY and ask him about 
things like enhanced interrogation 
techniques. 

Well, look. He just walked in the 
room. 

I didn’t know you were still here. I’m 
so pleased to see you. It’s that kind of 
expertise that makes our class such a 
close group and very helpful to each 
other as we are dealing with the many 
issues at hand. 

So, with the magical appearance of 
Representative ROONEY, I’m delighted 
that you have chosen to join us this 
evening. 

I yield to the gentleman from Flor-
ida. 

Mr. ROONEY. Well, thank you very 
much. 

I thank the gentlelady from Wyo-
ming for giving us the opportunity to 
reflect on our first 100 days and on, 
really, where we’re going as a country 
and on the direction that we, as fresh-
men, when we all ran for Congress, 
thought we were going to go when we 
got here and on how we were going to 
try to make a difference, not only in 

our individual communities but in the 
country as a whole. 

I was watching earlier on C–SPAN 
the former speakers talk about the 
spending and the size of government. I 
think that that’s really the lighthouse 
that I use as a direction as to who we 
want to be as Americans and as to who 
we want to be as Congressmen. We 
really have a decision to make here as 
we move forward with all of the things 
that we have to consider. 

I’ve got to be honest with you. It’s 
very disheartening to see, as the father 
of three very young children, what 
we’re leaving them as a legacy so far. 
Although, I am very encouraged by my 
fellow freshmen and by the people 
whom I meet on the treasure coast of 
Florida, in central Florida, in western 
Florida, and in the district that I rep-
resent, the 16th District of Florida. 
They remind me of why they sent me 
to Washington and of why they sent all 
of us to Washington. 

It’s never going to fall on deaf ears 
for me that the American people whom 
I represent and the American people 
whom I talk to believe in a strong 
United States of America, one with a 
strong military but one that lets the 
free market dictate who they’re going 
to be without inhibiting where they’re 
going to go. 

It just breaks my heart to hear this 
week that auto dealers that employ 
hundreds of people and that contribute 
so much to my community are being 
closed. For what reason? They’re not 
really sure. It’s just because they were 
the ones picked even though, for dec-
ades, they’ve been profitable compa-
nies. People that own certain auto-
mobiles—I won’t go into what they 
are—may have to travel over an hour 
now to get their cars serviced. Really, 
again, it’s who we want to be as Ameri-
cans. 

I just want to thank the freshmen 
personally. The reason I really wanted 
to be here tonight was to thank you, 
personally, for signing up to a letter 
that I sent to the Speaker of the House 
today, asking her to not include a glob-
al bailout, really, of foreign countries 
on the backs of our American service-
men and women who are fighting. 

As a former Army captain with my 
fellow colleague, who is a former ma-
rine—or a current marine—DUNCAN 
HUNTER, we asked the freshmen Repub-
licans to ask the Speaker not to in-
clude something that has nothing to do 
with funding our troops in the service 
that they’re providing, which is put-
ting themselves in harm’s way for our 
liberty and for our freedoms, and really 
holding a military funding bill hostage 
with this IMF funding bill that has 
nothing to do with military spending. 

To do that, for me, honestly, has 
been the biggest disappointment in my 
short tenure here in Congress. I have to 
explain to those men and women—and 
a lot of them are still active duty who 
my wife and I served with—that there 
is a problem with putting ammunition 
in their weapons or in giving them the 

body armor that they deserve or in up- 
armoring vehicles that they have to 
drive in because the majority has put 
into this bill something that has noth-
ing to do with military spending. To 
try to explain that and to try to even 
justify to myself that what we’re doing 
is the right thing is very difficult. 

As we move forward as freshmen, 
whatever we decide to do on a lot of 
these issues, we can never forget why 
we’re here and who sent us here. 

Again, I just really thank you very 
much for giving us the opportunity to 
reflect and also for giving us the hope 
to move forward on a lot of the things 
that we’re about to do here in Con-
gress. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ROONEY. Absolutely. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you for your 

statement. 
Now, we have six freshmen here of 

the Republican class and, indeed, a sev-
enth member in the Chair. Our Speaker 
this evening is a member of the major-
ity party, a Democrat. It would be real-
ly fascinating at some point to have a 
Special Order some evening with our 
Democrat colleagues who are freshmen 
as well, because I think many of us 
came to Congress with a different per-
spective, with a new perspective, re-
gardless of party, about how we think 
America can move forward. 

As freshmen Republicans, we did sup-
port legislation that would stimulate 
economic growth. It would have cost 
$315 billion less than the bill that Con-
gress adopted, the Democratic bill; and 
it would have created twice as many 
jobs. 

b 2300 

In my district in Wyoming, it would 
have created 50 percent more jobs; but 
in many districts that are suffering 
mightily, it created twice as many 
jobs. That because we really targeted 
and took to heart what President 
Obama asked us to do, and that was to 
be targeted and temporary. Unfortu-
nately the bill that was adopted was 
neither targeted—it was a shotgun ap-
proach to economic stimulus—and it is 
not temporary. Many provisions in 
that bill are built into the ongoing 
spending of government and inflate the 
costs of government, as Dr. ROE point-
ed out earlier, by adding to the base-
line of expenditures that will go up and 
up and up in the future. 

One of the things that Representa-
tive ROONEY just mentioned that is so 
frustrating to all of us, I think on both 
sides of the aisle, is seeing legislation 
that is not germane to the subject of 
the bill being attached to the bill. In 
the case that Representative ROONEY 
was just discussing with us, it was the 
funding for our military men and 
women in Iraq and Afghanistan and in 
Pakistan, and the addition to that bill 
would lend money or guarantee money 
to the International Monetary Fund. 
No connection whatsoever. And the 
IMF funding has created a situation 
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where we’re not voting tomorrow on 
that bill because there are not suffi-
cient votes to pass it by virtue of an 
amendment that was not germane 
being added to a bill. In the Wyoming 
legislature you cannot do that. You 
cannot amend a nongermane topic to a 
piece of legislation or it is ruled out of 
order. If that rule were in effect here, 
we would see much better legislation. 
We would see people having a better 
opportunity to vet that legislation, dis-
cuss that legislation and then vote 
with their heart rather than having to 
grit their teeth and vote for a couple 
things that are just not a good pairing. 

I can give an example of where it 
pained some people on the other side of 
the aisle. I am a big supporter of Sec-
ond Amendment rights, but there was 
an amendment put on a credit card bill 
to allow concealed weapon permits in 
national parks. I firmly support allow-
ing concealed weapons in national 
parks because they are so part and par-
cel to the State of Wyoming and to our 
right to bear arms, but attaching it to 
a credit card bill is wrong. It’s just 
wrong. 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. The gentle-
lady will remember our first weekend 
or two here when we, both the fresh-
man Democrats and Republicans—and I 
might add that I think there are 33 new 
Democrats and 22 Republicans, I be-
lieve, is that correct? We have them 
outnumbered finally. I will point that 
out. 

You remember, we went there, and 
the economists told us, if we don’t 
spend this money rapidly, the earth’s 
going to end? I remember saying, Well, 
that sounds counterintuitive to me to 
spend your way to wealth. Well, guess 
what, the economy is beginning to turn 
around, thank goodness, I think, for a 
lot of people. The signs are feeble, but 
it looks like the economy may have 
bottomed out; and the same people are 
telling us in the third and fourth quar-
ter that the economy probably will 
show some growth. We’ve spent less 
than 10 percent of the stimulus pack-
age. The economy did that on its own 
without the stimulus package. I think 
the target is what we were talking 
about earlier; and if we truly had done 
this, if we truly had looked at infra-
structure. For example, the State of 
Tennessee is going to get $55 million in 
water and sewer projects, and the small 
city of 60,000 people I am from is al-
ready putting $100 million in the 
ground. So it was a spending bill that 
had some little bit of stimulus in it. 

Look at energy, for instance. If we 
had invested $100 billion, $200 billion in 
nuclear power how much further along 
would we be to energy independence. 
We chose not to do that. In 2 years the 
money will be spent, and I don’t think 
we will have much to show for it. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. LUETKEMEYER, 
this gets into an area that you’re in-
volved in deeply now. Any comments 
on either your service in the State leg-
islature in Missouri and how you would 
compare it to process here in Wash-

ington and how process here in Wash-
ington impedes that or the energy 
issues specifically? Either one. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Yes. The proc-
ess in my home State where I served in 
the House both in the minority and in 
the majority, and in the leadership and 
as a committee chairman—so I have a 
pretty wide background there in the 
house. It’s not unlike Missouri, but yet 
it’s different. Here we don’t necessarily 
run everything through committee. 
Another thing, it has to be germane. 
Not always are you allowed to offer 
amendments. It’s an amazing process 
where I thought that it would be more 
open, more transparent. That was the 
promise from the administration, yet 
we see little of that. During the discus-
sion here, it’s been interesting to listen 
to all my colleagues and yourselves. 
They’ve got some great stories to tell 
and great perspectives on how we 
should be governing ourselves, how we, 
as a people, should be governing our-
selves. And it’s interesting to me that 
if you look at our Constitution, it says, 
‘‘We, the people.’’ It doesn’t say ‘‘We, 
the government;’’ and to me, I think 
that is very important. We stop and 
think about our framers. When they 
put this very special document to-
gether, this American experiment that 
they were trying, they said, ‘‘We, the 
people.’’ They wanted the people to be 
where the power was, to be where the 
ability to control their lives was, not 
the government. It seems as though 
very quickly when you get here, the 
perspectives are clearly different. Here 
the government is where the power al-
ways emanates from, and they want ev-
erybody to be subservient to. It’s that 
sort of mindset. It’s that sort of situa-
tion that we find ourselves in here that 
I think is very frustrating to our con-
stituents. They see this as well; and 
over the last several weeks as I’ve gone 
home, this concern continues to well 
up with regards to where we’re going as 
a country, where we’re going as a gov-
ernment. They don’t see themselves as 
being a part of it anymore, and they 
want us to be their voice. 

It’s an honor to serve them, and it’s 
an honor to be here. But I think the 
perspective of this body needs to be 
that of serving people, rather than to 
be served. I sometimes think we get 
that switched around. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. The gentleman from 
Minnesota also was a leader in his 
State legislature. Observations com-
paring the two? 

Mr. PAULSEN. I thank the gentle-
lady for yielding. One of the biggest 
surprises and frustrations that I have 
noticed is that it’s been a little bit 
more partisan than I ever thought it 
would be; and I can say that, having 
served in both the majority and the mi-
nority in the Minnesota State legisla-
ture; and I was majority leader for 
awhile. I think a lot of being a success-
ful legislator and making yourself a 
successful State, and now a successful 
country, is being able to build relation-
ships to get things done and be results- 

oriented. In the Minnesota Legislature 
we were always allowed to offer an 
amendment to a bill as long as it was 
germane, just as you were mentioning 
a little while ago. But here in Congress 
we have to get permission to offer an 
amendment from the Chair of the 
Rules Committee or from the Speaker 
of the House. So it’s a very closed proc-
ess, and it’s not an open flowing proc-
ess where I think it’s easier to breed 
partisanship. I think if the rank-and- 
file Members, both Republican and 
Democrat, can get together to kind of 
break the grips of that leadership 
power, I think we could really do great 
things for the American people. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. We have other Mem-
bers who are not here tonight who I’d 
like to mention. One was mentioned 
earlier by Mr. ROONEY. DUNCAN 
HUNTER, a member of our freshman 
class from California, quit his job after 
9/11 to serve in the Marine Corps. He 
has served three combat tours, includ-
ing two in Iraq and one in Afghanistan. 
And along with Mr. ROONEY and Mr. 
COFFMAN of Colorado, who took unpaid 
leave from the Colorado State House to 
serve in the first Gulf War and gave up 
being Colorado State treasurer for a 
tour of duty in Iraq—and I was Wyo-
ming State treasurer at the same time 
Mr. COFFMAN was State treasurer and 
at the same time when another of our 
fellow freshmen, LYNN JENKINS, was 
the State treasurer in Kansas. We were 
proud of our colleague, Mr. COFFMAN, 
for leaving his job as Colorado State 
treasurer to do a tour of duty in Iraq. 
The experience of our servicemen and 
-women in this Congress is invaluable, 
and I applaud them and appreciate 
their efforts. 

I want to call on Mr. ROONEY one 
more time to discuss our specific con-
cerns about the issue that prevents all 
of us from being here tonight, that 
being the fact that an amendment has 
been placed on a military funding bill 
that is not germane. 

Would you care to elaborate further? 
And then I would like to yield to Mr. 
THOMPSON. 

b 2310 
Well, the bill that we had originally 

sent to the Senate was just a clean war 
funding bill that the President asked 
us for and that we delivered as a House 
of Representatives to the Senate. 

I did not serve in politics before run-
ning for Congress, so all this is new. 
But unfortunately, by the time it came 
back from the Senate to us, it had an 
additional amendment on it which in-
cluded funding for the IMF, which is 
basically our borrowing money from 
somewhere else or printing money to 
loan it to another country. And that 
might seem ridiculous to a lot of peo-
ple that may be listening, since every-
body knows that America is going 
through tough times right now. People 
in my district are really hurting. The 
middle class needs help. They need tax 
cuts. They need to feel that their job is 
secure. They need to feel that the Fed-
eral Government is helping them, not 
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impeding them. And to think that we 
are going to borrow or print money to 
send abroad, some of it to people that 
we might not necessarily want to lend 
money to, and have to put that on the 
backs of our servicemen and -women, 
because they know that it will be dif-
ficult for us as Republicans to vote 
against it, is really, in my opinion, 
shameful in a lot of ways. 

I understand there are differences in 
ideology. There are differences in prin-
ciples about what governing should be. 
But if we have a clean military funding 
bill, then it should stand on its own. If 
you have a clean IMF bill to loan 
money to foreign countries, then it 
should stand on its own. The majority 
is the majority. If it is a good idea, it 
will pass. They have the Congress. 
They have the White House. Why 
should it be attached to something 
that has nothing to do with funding 
our soldiers abroad? 

I recently got back from Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. Recently I visited Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba. And the one thing 
that impressed me more than anything 
else is the men and women that wear 
our uniform. They never talk about 
politics. They never talk about policy 
or how they stand on certain issues. 
They are there to do a job. They are 
putting themselves in harm’s way so 
we can stand here tonight and discuss 
these issues and talk about what we 
think is best for the future. 

To think that politics is being played 
with the ammunition that goes in their 
guns or the body armor or the vehicles 
that they drive or anything that they 
have to rely on from us as a Congress 
to pay for what we are sending them 
there to do is just unconscionable to 
me. And it is something that I hope, as 
you said earlier, has been delayed, and 
hopefully that delay is felt, continues 
on to next week, and maybe we can re-
consider what we are doing and what 
we talk about. Politics should have no 
place when it comes to funding what 
we send our men and women in uniform 
to do abroad. 

Whether you agree with these wars, 
whether you agree with the war on ter-
ror, whether you agree with anything 
that we are doing, we are sending them 
there. We should give them a clean bill. 
And as of right now, we are not. But 
maybe, just maybe, cooler heads will 
prevail and we will give them a clean 
bill for what they are doing and what 
they are serving us for. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. I would like to ac-
knowledge two other Members of our 
Republican freshman class who have 
also served in the military: JOHN FLEM-
ING, who is a family physician from 
Louisiana, was also a medical officer in 
the U.S. Navy; and BRETT GUTHRIE, one 
of our colleagues from Kentucky, 
served as a field artillery officer in the 
101st Airborne Division (Air Assault) at 
Fort Campbell. And we have other vet-
erans as well. 

I want to turn now to a subject that 
is on the front burner in Congress, 
House and Senate, both energy and 

health care. And we have a wonderful 
array of talent in our class on both 
subjects. We have two medical care 
providers with us to discuss that issue. 
I know I was listening briefly to the 
Progressive Caucus before we had this 
little opportunity to visit this evening, 
and they were espousing the benefits 
that they see in providing health care 
by way of a government-funded option. 

I might point out before I turn it 
over to Mr. THOMPSON that government 
payers, and this was an independent 
study, found out that Medicaid and 
Medicare have shifted a total of $89 bil-
lion per year in costs on to other pay-
ers. As a result, families with private 
health, and I’m quoting from the 
study, families with private health in-
surance spend nearly $1,800 more per 
year, $1,512 in higher premiums and 
$276 in increased beneficiary cost shar-
ing to cover the below-market reim-
bursement levels paid by Medicare and 
Medicaid. 

My concern is, if we go to a govern-
ment option that is side by side with 
private sector insurance, that it will be 
less expensive and it will recruit people 
to gravitate from private insurance to 
this government system. But the rea-
son that it may be cheaper for the gov-
ernment to provide insurance is that 
they are continuing to shift costs and 
to fail to reimburse providers accu-
rately and adequately. 

I know in my State of Wyoming, 
where health care is the number one 
issue right now, that there are physi-
cians who are no longer accepting 
Medicare and Medicaid patients. They 
cannot afford to accept them anymore 
because reimbursement levels in rural 
hospitals and to rural physicians are so 
low. And if that is the manner in which 
our country intends to get ahold of the 
cost of health care, we are in big trou-
ble. 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
First of all, I would be remiss if I didn’t 
thank my good friend and colleague 
from Florida and also Mr. HUNTER from 
California for your leadership in mak-
ing sure that we don’t compromise the 
bill that funds our troops’ needs. As a 
Member of Congress and, frankly, as a 
proud father of a United States soldier, 
I thank you. I know my son, Logan, 
and his comrades thank you as well. 

Health care has been my life. For 28 
years, I have worked in rehabilitation. 
That is how I got involved in public 
service actually, being frustrated with 
the Federal regulations that were 
being piled on the health care system 
that was decreasing access, increasing 
costs, and making the health care sys-
tem more challenging. And that is the 
Federal system. 

We are blessed in this Republican 
freshman class, as you said, in terms of 
the tremendous health care experience 
that we have, and I think we have a lot 
to offer to this debate. Hopefully we 
will have access and opportunity to en-
gage in that debate a little more than 

what we have had in the past. Huge 
issues have come before this body. 

Health care is a three-legged stool. It 
is about access, and that is what we 
hear a lot about today in terms of talk-
ing about the uninsured in today’s de-
bate. But it is access, affordability, and 
quality. I happen to believe, and I have 
seen evidence, that we have the best 
health care system in the world. I’m 
not saying that it is perfect and there 
is not opportunities that we can con-
tinue to improve upon it, but the 
Democratic proposals that are being 
bandied about and discussed would, in 
my opinion, in the long run, increase 
access issues and, frankly, lower the 
quality of care that we have all come 
to expect as Americans. This is a place 
where people come from around the 
world when they need life-saving, qual-
ity health care services. 

The other side would argue that this 
is to provide access to those who are 
currently uninsured. If we identify 
those individuals that make a decision 
to not purchase health care insurance 
but could afford it, and we eliminate 
those folks from that number, we are 
talking about approximately 9 percent 
of individuals who do not have insur-
ance. And the lack of insurance does 
not necessarily mean that they don’t 
have access to health care services. 

In my district, we have agencies such 
as federally qualified health centers. 
An agency that was just in to see me 
today near my home town is called the 
Tapestry of Health. We have another 
one called Centre Volunteers in Medi-
cine that stand in the gap. Can we do 
better in health care? Absolutely. Ab-
solutely. But do we need to ruin our 
health care system by reducing access 
and quality for all in doing this? Abso-
lutely not. I think the Republican 
freshmen stand uniquely prepared to 
bring solutions based on real life med-
ical experience and health care experi-
ence to this important debate. 

b 2320 

My district is just like the rest of 
rural America. You know, our health 
care debate has to include things that 
aren’t being talked about right now in 
this body, things like peeling away the 
regulations on health care that were 
instituted 40 years ago and have long 
since outlived their usefulness, and 
only serve to add cost and decrease ac-
cess. 

We need to reduce the practice of de-
fensive medicine by eliminating the 
fears of liability that our physicians 
have where they order tests because 
they need them as a part of, not the 
medical record, but the evidence 
record, should they be sued. And that is 
so frequent today. 

We need to level the reimbursement 
system, frankly, that I see as favoring 
urban big city health care over rural 
America, specifically on issues related 
to the wage index. 

We need to address the health care 
workforce crisis. I have not heard that 
addressed at all in this body, and yet 
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we can redefine the payment system 
any way you want, but if you do not 
have qualified doctors and nurses and 
technicians and therapists to provide 
the services then there is no health 
care access. And today we are facing 
tremendous retirements with the baby 
boomer generation of those health care 
professionals. 

There are some real health care re-
form issues that we need to be address-
ing that just have not been, and I think 
this class is well prepared to bring that 
to the health care debate. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. I look forward to that 
discussion. Another of our colleagues, 
Dr. BILL CASSIDY from Louisiana, in 
his practice, co-founded a health clinic 
to match uninsured patients with doc-
tors who provide services free of 
charge. So we have some very quali-
fied, very caring medical care providers 
and physicians in our class, and I’m 
proud to serve with them. 

Of course, Doctor PHIL, you are 
among them. Would you please com-
ment on this subject. 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Just a couple 
of things that Congressman THOMPSON 
talked about. One, is accessibility to 
care, and that is the crisis of personnel. 
If you look in the next 20 years, over 
half of our registered nurses can and 
will retire. We’ll need a million new 
registered nurses in the next 8 years. 

In the next 10 to 12 years there will 
be more physicians retiring and dying 
in this country than we’re producing in 
this country. We are not investing in 
the medical infrastructure to increase 
the class size, and I don’t know where 
that anybody thinks who’s going to 
provide this care. So that is very cor-
rect. It is a huge issue. 

The challenge here is affordable 
health care, and that’s accessible to 
people. It’s not going to be easy. I’ve 
dealt with this for over 30 years, and 
this is going to be very, very com-
plicated to do. 

We do not need to do this fast. We 
need to do it right. And I think that’s 
one of the worries that I have is that 
we’re going to go and have this arbi-
trary deadline of 60 days from now. 
Who says 60 days from now we should 
have this right, have it done? We need 
to get it right. If it takes 6 months we 
need to get it right because it affects 
every American. 

Let me just give you a couple of lit-
tle examples. In this country, we have 
47 million people that are uninsured. 
That’s about 15 percent of our popu-
lation. 

In the State of Tennessee several 
years ago, about 15, 16 years ago, we 
had a Medicaid waiver. And for those 
out there that understand what Med-
icaid is for the uninsured and poor in 
this country, and Medicare is for our 
citizens over 65, this was a Medicaid 
waiver to form a managed care plan 
called TennCare. And what it did was, 
it was a very rich blended plan that 
provided a lot of care for not much 
money. And what we found in the State 
was that 45 percent of the people who 

got on TennCare had private health in-
surance but dropped it. 

Well, then I asked the providers, 
what percent of your costs does 
TennCare actually pay in our district, 
in our area? And I went to several dif-
ferent hospital systems. About 60 per-
cent. And Medicare pays about 90 per-
cent. And as you pointed out very 
clearly, and then the uninsured pay 
somewhere in between. 

And what you pointed out very clear-
ly was that what happens is that cost 
is shifted and more cost, so your pri-
vate health insurance goes up each 
year, part of it not because of what you 
do, but because of what the govern-
ment has done, which is not pay the 
freight. And my concern is, when we 
get a public plan that’s ‘‘competitive’’, 
it also will offer a lot of benefits but 
won’t pay the costs of the services, 
once again, causing a shift to the pri-
vate health insurer, meaning they will 
be crowded out. And over time, I’m 
afraid you’ll end up with a single-payer 
system. And a single-payer system is 
not what the American people, I think, 
want. And certainly that’s something 
that’s going to be discussed in great de-
tail in the future. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. I might mention the 
three officers of our freshman Repub-
lican class who couldn’t join us this 
evening, and two of our more unique 
members who I hope will be able to join 
us if we have the opportunity to do this 
again. Our class president is STEVE 
AUSTRIA of Ohio. He was a force in get-
ting Jessica’s Law and the Adam Walsh 
Child Protection Safety Act passed 
into State law. Our representative on 
the Steering Committee, GREGG HARP-
ER of, Mississippi, is an attorney with a 
child whom he has brought to share his 
unique health concerns with us. And 
we’ve all learned a lot from him. 

And of course, our Policy Committee 
representative, JASON CHAFFETZ, who 
is a former Division I football player at 
Brigham Young University, my Univer-
sity of Wyoming’s nemesis, but a dear 
colleague of ours, and two wonderful 
freshmen who are plowing new ground. 
The very first Vietnamese American to 
serve in the United States Congress, 
JOSEPH CAO, born in Saigon, Vietnam, 
escaped at the age of 8 to the United 
States, lost his home during Katrina, 
and fought to return electricity and 
telecommunications to Louisiana resi-
dents after Katrina. 

We also boast the youngest Member 
of this U.S. House of Representatives, 
Aaron Schock, the youngest school 
board president, Illinois State Rep, and 
a Member of Congress with whom we 
are privileged to serve. 

I thank the gentlemen for joining me 
this evening. I thank our Speaker, the 
gentleman from Virginia, who was very 
patient with his fellow freshmen col-
leagues from the other party, and look 
forward to the opportunity to have a 
bipartisan freshman discussion at an 
early opportunity. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. COURTNEY (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today after 3 p.m., June 5 
and 8. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. COSTA) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. COSTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. GIFFORDS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. GOHMERT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes, 
June 11. 

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, June 
11. 

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, June 11. 
Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, June 9, 10 

and 11. 
Mr. GOHMERT, for 5 minutes, today. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 27 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, June 8, 
2009, at 12:30 p.m., for morning-hour de-
bate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows: 

2014. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule — Promoting Diversification of Owner-
ship In the Broadcasting Services [MB Dock-
et No.: 07-294] received May 18, 2009, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

2015. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Export Administration, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Revisions to License 
Requirements and License Exception Eligi-
bility for Certain Thermal Imaging Cameras 
and Foreign Made Military Commodities In-
corporating Such Cameras [Docket No.: 
0612242573-7104-01] (RIN: 0694-AD71) received 
May 21, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

2016. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Export Administration, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Removal of T 37 Jet 
Trainer Aircraft and Parts from the Com-
merce Control List. [Docket No.: 090406632- 
9631-01] (RIN: 0694-AC74) received May 4, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 
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2017. A letter from the Associate Director, 

PP&I, OFAC, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Darfur Sanctions Regulations — received 
May 19, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

2018. A letter from the Associate Director, 
PP&I, OFAC, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Democratic Republic of the Congo Sanctions 
Regulations — received May 19, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

2019. A letter from the Senior Procurement 
Executive, GSA, Department of Defense, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Federal Acquisition Regulation; FAC 2005-32, 
Technical Amendments [FAC 2005-32; Docket 
2009-0003; Sequence 3] received May 18, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

2020. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration final 
rule — Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; 
Fisheries Off West Coast States; Pacific 
Coast Groundfish Fishery; Biennial Speci-
fications and Management Measures; 
Inseason Adjustments [Docket No.: 
0809121213-9221-02] (RIN: 0648-AX84) received 
May 20, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

2021. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod in the Bering 
Sea and Aleutian Islands [DocketNo.: 
0810141351-9087-02] (RIN: 0648-XO13) received 
May 20, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

2022. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator For Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Pacific Halibut Fish-
eries; Catch Sharing Plan; Correction [Dock-
et No.: 0812311655-9645-03] (RIN: 0648-AX44) re-
ceived May 20, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

2023. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation of Pacific Cod 
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Man-
agement Area [Docket No.: 0810141351-9087-02] 
(RIN: 0648-XO85) received May 20, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

2024. A letter from the Chief, Border Secu-
rity Regulations Branch, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Establishing U.S. 
Ports of Entry in the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) and Imple-
menting the Guam-CNMI Visa Waiver Pro-
gram; Change of Implementation Date 
[Docket No.: USCBP-2009-0001] [CBP Dec. No. 
09-14]] (RIN: 1651-AA77) received May 22, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

2025. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures, and Takeoff 
Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket 
No.: 30658 Amdt. No 3314] received May 22, 
2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 

Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

2026. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Turbomeca S.A. Arriel 2B and 
2B1 Turboshaft Engines [Docket No.: FAA- 
2007-28077; Directorate Identifier 2007-NE-20- 
AD; Amendment 39-15889; AD 2009-09-03] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received May 22, 2009, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2027. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; EADS-PZL ‘‘Warszawa-Okecie’’ 
S.A. Model PZL-104 WILGA 80 Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2009-0371; Directorate 
Identifier 2009-CE-021-AD; Amendment 39- 
15890; AD 2009-09-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
May 22, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

2028. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A318-100 and A319- 
100 Series Airplanes; A320-111 Airplanes; 
A320-200 Series Airplanes; and A321-100 and 
A321-200 Series Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2007-0391; Directorate Identifier 2007-NM-271- 
AD; Amendment 39-15891; AD 2009-09-05] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received May 22, 2009, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2029. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Cessna Aircraft Company (Type 
Certificate previously held by Columbia Air-
craft Manufacturing (previously The Lancair 
Company)) Models LC40-550FG, LC41-550FG, 
and LC42-550FG Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2009-0395; Directorate Identifier 2009-CE-023- 
AD; Amendment 39-15895; AD 2009-09-09] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received May 22, 2009, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2030. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment 
to Restricted Areas R-6402 A&B, R-6404 A, B, 
C & D, R-6405, R-6406 A & B, and R-6407; Utah 
[Docket No.: FAA-2009-0353; Airspace Docket 
No. 09-ANM-5] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received May 
22, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

2031. A letter from the Director of Regula-
tions Management, Department of Veterans 
Affairs, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Expansion of Enrollment in the VA 
Health Care System (RIN: 2900-AN23) re-
ceived May 18, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

2032. A letter from the Office of Regulation 
Policy & Mgt, VA, Department of Veterans 
Affairs, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Presumptive Service Connection for 
Disease Associated With Exposure to Certain 
Herbicide Agents: AL Amyloidosis (RIN: 
2900-AN01) received May 6, 2009, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

2033. A letter from the Program Manager, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
State Parent Locator Service; Safeguarding 
Child Support Information (RIN: 0970-AC01) 
received May 21, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

2034. A letter from the Program Manager — 
ODRM — HHS, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Medicare Program; Inpa-
tient Psychiatric Facilities Prospective Pay-

ment System Payment Update for Rate Year 
Beginning July 1, 2009 (RY 2010) [CMS-1495- 
NC] (RIN: 0938-AP50) received May 4, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to 
the Committees on Ways and Means and En-
ergy and Commerce. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: Committee 
on Homeland Security. House Resolution 404. 
Resolution directing the Secretary of Home-
land Security to transmit to the House of 
Representatives, not later than 14 days after 
the date of the adoption of this resolution, 
copies of documents relating to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Intelligence As-
sessment titled, ‘‘Rightwing Extremism: 
Current Economic and Political Climate 
Fueling Resurgence in Radicalization and 
Recruitment’’, with an amendment (Rept. 
111–134). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. TOWNS: Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. H.R. 1320. A bill to 
amend the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
to increase the transparency and account-
ability of Federal advisory committees, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 111–135). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BERMAN: Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. H.R. 2410. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the Department of State and the 
Peace Corps for fiscal year 2010 and 2011, to 
modernize the Foreign Service, and for other 
purposes, with an amendment (Rept. 111–136). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself and Mr. 
SHUSTER): 

H.R. 2695. A bill to amend the antitrust 
laws to ensure competitive market-based 
rates and terms for merchants’ access to 
electronic payment systems; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MILLER of North Carolina (for 
himself and Mr. JONES): 

H.R. 2696. A bill to amend the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to provide 
for the enforcement of rights afforded under 
that Act; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself and 
Mr. HALL of Texas): 

H.R. 2697. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to require Medicaid cov-
erage of professional services of optometrists 
that are otherwise covered when furnished 
by a physician; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Ms. GIFFORDS: 
H.R. 2698. A bill to improve and enhance 

the mental health care benefits available to 
veterans, to enhance counseling and other 
benefits available to survivors of veterans, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Ms. GIFFORDS: 
H.R. 2699. A bill to improve the mental 

health care benefits available to members of 
the Armed Forces, to enhance counseling 
available to family members of members of 
the Armed Forces, and for other purposes; to 
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the Committee on Armed Services, and in 
addition to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr. 
ALTMIRE, Mr. ARCURI, Ms. BALDWIN, 
Mr. BECERRA, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
BOUCHER, Ms. CLARKE, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS 
of Alabama, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ED-
WARDS of Texas, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, 
Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
HINOJOSA, Mr. HOLT, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Georgia, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KILDEE, 
Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms. LEE of 
California, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. ZOE 
LOFGREN of California, Ms. MCCOL-
LUM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MALONEY, 
Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. MEEKS of 
New York, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. MOORE 
of Kansas, Mr. NADLER of New York, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Ms. NORTON, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
PAYNE, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. RUSH, 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Ms. LINDA T. 
SÁNCHEZ of California, Mr. SARBANES, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, 
Mr. SIRES, Mr. STARK, Ms. SUTTON, 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. WEINER, Mr. WELCH, 
Mr. WEXLER, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. 
YARMUTH): 

H.R. 2700. A bill to amend part D of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to assist 
low-income individuals in obtaining sub-
sidized prescription drug coverage under the 
Medicare prescription drug program by expe-
diting the application and qualification proc-
ess and by revising the resource standards 
used to determine eligibility for such sub-
sidies, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. REYES: 
H.R. 2701. A bill to authorize appropria-

tions for fiscal year 2010 for intelligence and 
intelligence-related activities of the United 
States Government, the Community Man-
agement Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability 
System, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Intelligence (Permanent Select). 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 2702. A bill to suspend the application 

of Generalized System of Preferences for 
Brazil until such time as Brazil complies 
with its obligations toward the United 
States under the Convention on the Civil As-
pects of International Child Abduction; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. HARMAN (for herself and Mr. 
DICKS): 

H.R. 2703. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 
of Homeland Security from obligating or ex-
pending funds for the National Applications 
Office of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity. 

By Ms. HARMAN: 
H.R. 2704. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Homeland Security to close the National Ap-
plications Office of the Department of Home-
land Security; to the Committee on Home-
land Security. 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT: 
H.R. 2705. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a refundable credit 
for advance directives; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MARCHANT: 
H.R. 2706. A bill to amend title II of the So-

cial Security Act to provide for the 
reissuance of social security account num-
bers to young children in cases in which the 
confidentiality of the number has been com-
promised by reason of theft; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington (for him-
self and Mr. REICHERT): 

H.R. 2707. A bill to establish a program to 
improve freight mobility in the United 
States, to establish the National Freight Mo-
bility Infrastructure Fund, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, and in addition to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. YOUNG of Alas-
ka, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. BACA, Mr. 
HEINRICH, Mr. TEAGUE, Ms. MCCOL-
LUM, Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. KAGEN, Mr. LUJÁN, Mr. 
SALAZAR, Mr. SCHAUER, and Mrs. 
BONO MACK): 

H.R. 2708. A bill to amend the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act to revise and 
extend that Act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources, and in 
addition to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce, and Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. HONDA (for himself, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BACA, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mrs. 
CAPPS, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. CLARKE, 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. DAVIS of 
California, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. ELLISON, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. JACKSON 
of Illinois, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. JOHNSON of Geor-
gia, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms. 
LEE of California, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
MARKEY of Massachusetts, Ms. MAT-
SUI, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia, Mr. NADLER of New York, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. POLIS of 
Colorado, Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms. ROY-
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SABLAN, 
Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
STARK, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. WELCH, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, and Mr. WU): 

H.R. 2709. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to promote family 
unity, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HONDA (for himself, Mr. CHAN-
DLER, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Mr. WU, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. 
COURTNEY, Mr. FOSTER, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. HARE, Mr. HINOJOSA, 

Ms. LEE of California, Mr. LOEBSACK, 
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
MOORE of Kansas, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. HOLT, Mr. STARK, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. 
MCNERNEY, Mr. MILLER of North 
Carolina, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. SESTAK, Mr. 
WEXLER, Mr. CLEAVER, Ms. HIRONO, 
Ms. SUTTON, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. GRAY-
SON, Mr. COHEN, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. REYES, Mr. 
POLIS of Colorado, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 
PAYNE, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, and Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia): 

H.R. 2710. A bill to stimulate collaboration 
with respect to, and provide for coordination 
and coherence of, the Nation’s science, tech-
nology, engineering, and mathematics edu-
cation initiatives; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, and in addition to the 
Committee on Science and Technology, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. FOSTER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
KRATOVIL, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Ari-
zona, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. 
BILBRAY, and Mr. WOLF): 

H.R. 2711. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for the transpor-
tation of the dependents, remains, and ef-
fects of certain Federal employees who die 
while performing official duties or as a re-
sult of the performance of official duties; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. CONAWAY: 
H.R. 2712. A bill to provide that certain 

photographic records relating to the treat-
ment of any individual engaged, captured, or 
detained after September 11, 2001, by the 
Armed Forces of the United States in oper-
ations outside the United States shall not be 
subject to disclosure under section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code (commonly re-
ferred to as the Freedom of Information 
Act); to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, and in addition to the 
Committee on Armed Services, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana (for 
himself, Mr. HALL of New York, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS, Mr. SPACE, Mr. ELLS-
WORTH, Mr. HILL, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. 
UPTON, and Mr. ARCURI): 

H.R. 2713. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to make certain improvements 
in the service disabled veterans’ insurance 
program of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. ADLER of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
ANDREWS, Mr. LOBIONDO, and Mr. 
HOLT): 

H.R. 2714. A bill to ensure pay parity for 
Federal employees serving at Joint Base 
McGuire/Dix/Lakehurst; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mrs. BACHMANN (for herself, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. PRICE 
of Georgia, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. 
BRADY of Texas, Mr. KLINE of Min-
nesota, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. MCKEON, 
Mr. CARTER, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
BOUSTANY, Mr. SCALISE, Mr. 
LUETKEMEYER, Mr. OLSON, Mr. 
GOHMERT, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. NUNES, 
Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. WAMP, Mr. FLEM-
ING, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. ISSA, Mr. 
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AKIN, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. KING 
of Iowa, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Ms. 
FALLIN, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. HELLER, Mr. 
HARPER, Mr. LATTA, Ms. FOXX, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. PLATTS, 
Mr. CASSIDY, and Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey): 

H.R. 2715. A bill to prohibit the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development 
from providing any assistance to any organi-
zation that has been indicted for a violation 
under Federal or State law relating to an 
election for Federal or State office; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. BECERRA (for himself and Mr. 
DOGGETT): 

H.R. 2716. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to provide financial sta-
bility for seniors and people with disabilities 
through improvements in the Medicare Sav-
ings Program; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BOREN (for himself, Mr. YOUNG 
of Alaska, and Mr. COLE): 

H.R. 2717. A bill to exempt guides for hire 
and other operators of uninspected vessels on 
Lake Texoma from Coast Guard and other 
regulations, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Homeland Security, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. COOPER: 
H.R. 2718. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to create a sensible in-
frastructure for delivery system reform by 
renaming the Medicare Payment Advisory 
Commission, making the Commission an ex-
ecutive branch agency, and providing the 
Commission new resources and authority to 
implement Medicare payment policy; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. CROWLEY: 
H.R. 2719. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on certain ceiling fans; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself and Mr. 
DREIER): 

H.R. 2720. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the 
election to treat the cost of qualified film 
and television productions as an expense 
which is not chargeable to capital account; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (for himself, 
Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, and 
Mr. CLAY): 

H.R. 2721. A bill to provide for greater di-
versity within, and to improve policy direc-
tion and oversight of, the Senior Executive 
Service; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. FILNER (for himself and Mr. 
BUYER): 

H.R. 2722. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to modify and update provisions 
of law relating to nonprofit research and 
education corporations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. GERLACH: 
H.R. 2723. A bill to amend the Social Secu-

rity Act to provide for an exemption to allow 

an individual otherwise ineligible to travel 
outside the United States to do so for em-
ployment purposes to pay child support ar-
rearages, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. INSLEE, 
and Mr. CARNAHAN): 

H.R. 2724. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to establish national transpor-
tation objectives and performance targets 
for the purpose of assessing progress toward 
meeting national transportation objectives; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. HIMES, 
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. 
ADLER of New Jersey, and Mr. 
MASSA): 

H.R. 2725. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a 5-year exten-
sion for the real property standard deduction 
and to adjust such deduction for inflation; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H.R. 2726. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to increase 
criminal penalties for the sale or trade of 
prescription drugs knowingly caused to be 
adulterated or misbranded, to modify re-
quirements for maintaining records of the 
chain-of-custody of prescription drugs, to es-
tablish recall authority regarding drugs, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. JONES: 
H.R. 2727. A bill to provide for the imple-

mentation of a system under which each fi-
nancial institution will report on the finan-
cial condition of the institution to the pub-
lic, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Financial Services, and in addition to the 
Committee on Agriculture, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California 
(for herself and Mr. DANIEL E. LUN-
GREN of California): 

H.R. 2728. A bill to provide financial sup-
port for the operation of the law library of 
the Library of Congress, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration. 

By Mr. LUJÁN: 
H.R. 2729. A bill to authorize the designa-

tion of National Environmental Research 
Parks by the Secretary of Energy, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Science 
and Technology. 

By Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York (for 
herself, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. PASCRELL, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. 
CRENSHAW, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Mr. MCMAHON, Mr. BISHOP of New 
York, and Mr. MCGOVERN): 

H.R. 2730. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to authorize the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services to 
make grants to eligible States for the pur-
pose of reducing the student-to-school nurse 
ratio in public secondary schools, elemen-
tary schools, and kindergarten; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York: 
H.R. 2731. A bill to fund comprehensive 

programs to ensure an adequate supply of 
nurses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Education and Labor, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 

each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. MCCLINTOCK (for himself, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. KLINE of Minnesota, Mr. 
JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Ms. 
FALLIN, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. PITTS, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. LEE of New 
York, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. BILBRAY, 
and Mr. ROONEY): 

H.R. 2732. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to permit employers to 
pay higher wages to their employees; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MEEKS of New York (for him-
self, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. PAUL, Mr. BOSWELL, 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
KLINE of Minnesota, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. 
LATHAM, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. DRIEHAUS, Mr. 
BRADY of Texas, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. 
KIND, Mr. WILSON of Ohio, Ms. JEN-
KINS, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. WELCH, and 
Ms. FUDGE): 

H.R. 2733. A bill to clarify the exemption 
for certain annuity contracts and insurance 
policies from Federal regulation under the 
Securities Act of 1933; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. PERRIELLO: 
H.R. 2734. A bill to amend section 1781 of 

title 38, United States Code, to provide med-
ical care to family members of disabled vet-
erans who serve as caregivers to such vet-
erans; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. RODRIGUEZ (for himself and 
Mr. NYE): 

H.R. 2735. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to make certain improvements 
to the comprehensive service programs for 
homeless veterans; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
CARNAHAN, Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of 
California, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER, Ms. NORTON, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. MICHAUD, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. HALL of New York, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. BACA, 
Mr. RUSH, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Mr. HOLT, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. SCHAUER, Mr. WALZ, Mr. KAGEN, 
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. LANGEVIN, 
Mr. PETERS, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. 
PAYNE, Ms. GIFFORDS, Mr. AL GREEN 
of Texas, Mr. TIM MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. MILLER of North Caro-
lina, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. SPACE, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. TIERNEY, 
Ms. TITUS, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. DAVIS of 
California, and Mr. NYE): 

H.R. 2736. A bill to ensure efficient per-
formance of agency functions; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. 
PERRIELLO, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. UPTON, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. KIRK): 

H.R. 2737. A bill to provide United States 
assistance for the purpose of eradicating 
trafficking in children in eligible countries 
through the implementation of Child Protec-
tion Compacts, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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By Mr. TEAGUE: 

H.R. 2738. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide travel expenses for 
family caregivers accompanying veterans to 
medical treatment facilities; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of California (for 
himself, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. MEEK 
of Florida, and Ms. GINNY BROWN- 
WAITE of Florida): 

H.R. 2739. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to treat trees and vines 
producing fruit, nuts, or other crops as 
placed in service in the year in which it is 
planted for purposes of special allowance for 
depreciation; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself and 
Mr. SESSIONS): 

H.R. 2740. A bill to amend the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act to permit a 
prevailing party in an action or proceeding 
brought to enforce the Act to be awarded ex-
pert witness fees and certain other expenses; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. WALDEN: 
H.R. 2741. A bill to amend the Reclamation 

Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Fa-
cilities Act to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to participate in the City of 
Hermiston, Oregon, water recycling and 
reuse project, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. WEXLER (for himself and Mr. 
SHUSTER): 

H.R. 2742. A bill to authorize the extension 
of nondiscriminatory treatment (normal 
trade relations treatment) to the products of 
Azerbaijan; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself and Mr. 
KING of New York): 

H.J. Res. 56. A joint resolution approving 
the renewal of import restrictions contained 
in the Burmese Freedom and Democracy Act 
of 2003, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CAPUANO (for himself and Ms. 
GRANGER): 

H. Con. Res. 144. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the value, benefits, and importance 
of community health centers as health care 
homes for millions of people in the United 
States; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. ALTMIRE (for himself, Mr. 
KIND, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
and Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania): 

H. Res. 503. A resolution recognizing Na-
tional Physical Education and Sport Week, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
KANJORSKI, Mr. PITTS, Mr. HASTINGS 
of Florida, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. MCCOTTER, 
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. COHEN, Mr. KIND, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. MCMAHON, and Mr. 
COURTNEY): 

H. Res. 504. A resolution recognizing and 
congratulating the Republic of Poland on the 
20th anniversary of the Polish parliamentary 
elections on June 4, 1989; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. SLAUGHTER (for herself, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. WEXLER, 
Mr. COHEN, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. ARCURI, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Ms. 
SUTTON, Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 

Ms. MATSUI, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. HARMAN, 
Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of 
California, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. SCHIFF, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. 
CLARKE, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Ari-
zona, Mr. SIRES, Mr. GEORGE MILLER 
of California, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. PRICE 
of North Carolina, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. 
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, Mr. BOYD, 
Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. BRALEY 
of Iowa, Mr. NADLER of New York, 
Mr. MAFFEI, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, 
Ms. WATSON, Mr. CHANDLER, Mrs. 
DAVIS of California, Ms. TSONGAS, 
Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
PERLMUTTER, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, 
Ms. TITUS, Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. KAGEN, Mr. WELCH, Mr. 
HARE, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. KILDEE, 
Ms. SPEIER, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
HONDA, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, and Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania): 

H. Res. 505. A resolution condemning the 
murder of Dr. George Tiller, who was shot to 
death at his church on May 31, 2009; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CARTER: 
H. Res. 506. A resolution expressing support 

for designation of the first week of June as 
‘‘National Education Freedom Week’’, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. COURTNEY (for himself, Mr. 
MURPHY of Connecticut, Mr. MAFFEI, 
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. TEAGUE, Mr. KIND, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. ARCURI, Mr. 
HARE, Mr. WELCH, Mr. SHUSTER, Ms. 
MARKEY of Colorado, Ms. HERSETH 
SANDLIN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BARTLETT, 
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. TONKO, Mr. OLVER, 
Mr. CAMP, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. MASSA, 
Mr. HALL of New York, Mrs. 
DAHLKEMPER, Mr. SPACE, Mr. LEE of 
New York, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of 
California, Mr. SCHAUER, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
and Mr. GERLACH): 

H. Res. 507. A resolution supporting the 
goals of National Dairy Month; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FORTENBERRY: 
H. Res. 508. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
the general aviation industry should be rec-
ognized for its contributions to the United 
States; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (for him-
self and Mr. HONDA): 

H. Res. 509. A resolution encouraging the 
United States to fully participate in the 
Shanghai Expo in 2010; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York (for 
herself and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey): 

H. Res. 510. A resolution recognizing the 
need for safe patient handling and move-
ment; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor, and in addition to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia (for him-
self, Mr. BAIRD, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. 

COHEN, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. OLVER, Mr. RAHALL, 
and Mr. STARK): 

H. Res. 511. A resolution commending ef-
forts to teach the history of both Israelis and 
Palestinians to students in Israel and the 
West Bank in order to foster mutual under-
standing, respect, and tolerance; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. QUIGLEY: 
H. Res. 512. A resolution expressing sym-

pathy for the victims and victims’ families 
of Air France Flight 447; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ROSKAM (for himself, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. CARTER, Mr. ETHERIDGE, 
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Ms. 
KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. 
BOUSTANY, Mr. LOBIONDO, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. GINGREY of 
Georgia, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, 
Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. SMITH of Wash-
ington): 

H. Res. 513. A resolution supporting the 
goals and purpose of Gold Star Mothers Day, 
which is observed on the last Sunday in Sep-
tember of each year in remembrance of the 
supreme sacrifice made by mothers who lose 
a son or daughter serving in the Armed 
Forces; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Ms. WATSON (for herself, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mrs. 
HALVORSON, Mr. COHEN, Mr. THOMP-
SON of California, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. SCOTT of 
Virginia, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. LO-
RETTA SANCHEZ of California, Ms. 
RICHARDSON, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. DAVIS of 
Illinois, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of Cali-
fornia, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. REYES, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. MANZULLO, and Mr. GALLEGLY): 

H. Res. 514. A resolution commending the 
University of Southern California Trojan 
men’s tennis team for its victory in the 2009 
National Collegiate Athletic Association 
(NCAA) Men’s Tennis Championship; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 21: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, and Ms. TSONGAS. 

H.R. 22: Mr. CUELLAR. 
H.R. 24: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. MURPHY of Con-

necticut, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. 
SHADEGG, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. CONNOLLY of 
Virginia, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. 
DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 33: Mr. FARR and Ms. BORDALLO. 
H.R. 108: Mr. MCCOTTER and Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 133: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 137: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 197: Mr. PENCE and Mr. GARRETT of 

New Jersey. 
H.R. 204: Ms. LEE of California, Ms. MAT-

SUI, Mr. WU, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. 
MARKEY of Massachusetts, Mr. NADLER of 
New York, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. 
CARDOZA, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Ms. 
ESHOO, Mr. FARR, Ms. HARMAN, Ms. ZOE 
LOFGREN of California, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, 
Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. SPEIER, Ms. WATERS, Ms. 
WATSON, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Ms. HIRONO. 
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H.R. 205: Mr. MCCOTTER and Mr. BUYER. 
H.R. 211: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. BACA, Mr. GER-

LACH, and Mr. WHITFIELD. 
H.R. 235: Mr. BAIRD and Ms. FUDGE. 
H.R. 268: Mr. FORBES and Mr. KLINE of Min-

nesota. 
H.R. 391: Mr. PRICE of Georgia. 
H.R. 433: Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. 
H.R. 468: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 470: Ms. GRANGER. 
H.R. 482: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 510: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia and Mr. 

BOUCHER. 
H.R. 528: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 556: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. FRANK of 

Massachusetts. 
H.R. 571: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 574: Mr. LYNCH. 
H.R. 613: Mr. TONKO, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. 

RODRIGUEZ, and Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 621: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. 

BERRY, and Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 673: Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 
H.R. 678: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. MURPHY of 

Connecticut. 
H.R. 690: Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-

sylvania and Mr. SCALISE. 
H.R. 708: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-

fornia and Mr. CASSIDY. 
H.R. 734: Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. SAR-

BANES, and Mr. CAO. 
H.R. 745: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Ms. EDWARDS of 

Maryland, and Mr. ALEXANDER. 
H.R. 775: Mr. REHBERG, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. 

BILIRAKIS, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. REICHERT, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. MITCH-
ELL. 

H.R. 795: Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 808: Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland. 
H.R. 836: Mr. BUYER, Mr. DENT, Mr. 

SCHAUER, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Mr. HODES, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART 
of Florida, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 847: Mr. MCCAUL. 
H.R. 873: Ms. MCCOLLUM and Mr. FOSTER. 
H.R. 914: Mr. GUTHRIE. 
H.R. 932: Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 949: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 950: Mr. SABLAN. 
H.R. 952: Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan and 

Mr. MCINTYRE. 
H.R. 959: Mr. KLEIN of Florida. 
H.R. 1016: Mr. CARNEY, Mr. KLINE of Min-

nesota, Mr. PETERSON, Mr. GRIFFITH, Ms. 
TSONGAS, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 1017: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 1024: Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. PALLONE, and 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. 
H.R. 1064: Mr. QUIGLEY, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 

BLUMENAUER, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, 
Ms. BERKLEY, and Mr. FORBES. 

H.R. 1067: Mr. POE of Texas. 
H.R. 1074: Mr. PENCE. 
H.R. 1085: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 1103: Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 1132: Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 

SCHAUER, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. MOORE of 
Kansas, Mr. WOLF, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr. 
SCHOCK. 

H.R. 1147: Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. MALONEY, and 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 1173: Mr. PAULSEN. 
H.R. 1177: Mr. CONAWAY. 
H.R. 1179: Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 1182: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 

ROSS, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. HINOJOSA, and Mr. 
FORTENBERRY. 

H.R. 1188: Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. MARKEY of 
Massachusetts, and Mr. CONNOLLY of Vir-
ginia. 

H.R. 1189: Mr. MOORE of Kansas and Mr. 
LYNCH. 

H.R. 1204: Mr. SCALISE. 
H.R. 1207: Mr. KING of New York, Mr. 

HOLDEN, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. KRATOVIL. 
H.R. 1210: Mr. MCCOTTER and Mr. CHILDERS. 
H.R. 1211: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida 

and Mr. MEEK of Florida. 

H.R. 1213: Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. PITTS, and 
Mr. WHITFIELD. 

H.R. 1230: Mr. SESTAK. 
H.R. 1240: Mr. POMEROY. 
H.R. 1242: Mr. ROSKAM and Mr. 

LUETKEMEYER. 
H.R. 1250: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. LIPIN-

SKI. 
H.R. 1308: Mr. MCINTYRE and Mr. 

CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 1327: Mr. MARKEY of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 1329: Mr. CLEAVER and Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 1346: Ms. PINGREE of Maine and Mr. 

EDWARDS of Texas. 
H.R. 1351: Mr. SARBANES, Mr. ETHERIDGE, 

and Mr. PITTS. 
H.R. 1362: Mr. SESSIONS and Mr. HARPER. 
H.R. 1382: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 1392: Mr. YARMUTH. 
H.R. 1396: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1405: Mr. COURTNEY and Ms. SHEA- 

PORTER. 
H.R. 1407: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 1408: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 1410: Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 1415: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 1428: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. 

WEXLER, Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. CUMMINGS. 

H.R. 1430: Mr. SPRATT. 
H.R. 1441: Mr. BOOZMAN. 
H.R. 1454: Mr CHANDLER, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. 

MCCOLLUM, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. CARTER, 
and Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 

H.R. 1458: Ms. BERKLEY and Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD. 

H.R. 1466: Mr. CLEAVER. 
H.R. 1479: Mr. CAPUANO. 
H.R. 1505: Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. 

DUNCAN, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. CAO, Ms. WATSON, and Mr. PETRI. 

H.R. 1509: Ms. MARKEY of Colorado. 
H.R. 1521: Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. HOLT, Mr. 

SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. SIRES, Mr. OLSON, 
and Mr. SIMPSON. 

H.R. 1523: Mr. NADLER of New York, Ms. 
PINGREE of Maine, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM, and Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. 

H.R. 1548: Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. LATHAM, 
and Mr. MATHESON. 

H.R. 1549: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. DELAHUNT, 
Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, and Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 1558: Mr. WU, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Ms. 
BERKLEY. 

H.R. 1581: Ms. BALDWIN and Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 1612: Mr. SABLAN. 
H.R. 1615: Mr. COURTNEY and Mrs. BIGGERT. 
H.R. 1616: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr. ROTH-

MAN of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1618: Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mrs. DAVIS 

of California, and Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.R. 1620: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1624: Mr. BOOZMAN. 
H.R. 1625: Mr. SCHRADER and Mr. ROE of 

Tennessee. 
H.R. 1633: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 1640: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 1661: Mr. COHEN, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. 

BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. BOREN, Mr. SCHIFF, 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. 
BERRY, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. 
BRIGHT, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. CLEAV-
ER, Ms. WATSON, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. HERSETH 
SANDLIN, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. REYES, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
STUPAK, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. HOLT, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. DAVIS of 
Tennessee, Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr. WEXLER. 

H.R. 1671: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. DEFAZIO, and 
Mr. HERGER. 

H.R. 1683: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 1684: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina, 

Ms. FALLIN, and Mr. RADANOVICH. 
H.R. 1691: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 1692: Mr. CHANDLER and Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 1693: Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 1708: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mrs. 

NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 1721: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 1740: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. 

RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of 
California, Mr. MCCARTHY of California, Mr. 
MCINTYRE, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. WALDEN, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, 
and Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 

H.R. 1743: Mr. HERGER. 
H.R. 1818: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 1826: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN 

of California, and Mr. SESTAK. 
H.R. 1829: Mr. MORAN of Virginia and Mr. 

LATOURETTE. 
H.R. 1835: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina and 

Mr. CAPUANO. 
H.R. 1868: Mr. WITTMAN and Mr. ISSA. 
H.R. 1884: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Ms. 

MARKEY of Colorado, Mr. ADLER of New Jer-
sey, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. ARCURI, Mr. 
MCMAHON, and Mr. WELCH. 

H.R. 1912: Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, Ms. 
KOSMAS, Mrs. DAHLKEMPER, and Mr. 
YARMUTH. 

H.R. 1924: Mr. SIMPSON. 
H.R. 1932: Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 1956: Mr. LEE of New York. 
H.R. 1958: Mr. HINOJOSA, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-

LARD, Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, Mr. LUJÁN, and 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 1960: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 1963: Mr. SCHAUER and Mr. RUSH. 
H.R. 1977: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. ISRAEL. 
H.R. 1980: Mr. MORAN of Kansas. 
H.R. 1982: Mr. SCHAUER. 
H.R. 1995: Mr. GORDON of Tennessee, Mr. 

NEAL of Massachusetts, and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 2002: Mrs. BONO MACK, Mr. YOUNG of 

Florida, and Mr. BURGESS. 
H.R. 2005: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 2014: Mr. ETHERIDGE and Mr. WELCH. 
H.R. 2017: Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. NYE, Mr. 

BUYER, and Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 2026: Mr. PAULSEN. 
H.R. 2054: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 

MCDERMOTT, Mr. COHEN, Ms. WOOLSEY, and 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine. 

H.R. 2055: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, 
Mr. REICHERT, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mr. 
REHBERG. 

H.R. 2057: Mr. FILNER, Mr. ROTHMAN of New 
Jersey, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, 
Mr. SESTAK, Mr. HARE, and Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 2060: Ms. SCHWARTZ. 
H.R. 2064: Mr. ROONEY. 
H.R. 2067: Mr. MASSA. 
H.R. 2083: Mr. PLATTS. 
H.R. 2095: Mr. TONKO. 
H.R. 2103: Mr. STARK, Mr. CONNOLLY of Vir-

ginia, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, and Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois. 

H.R. 2106: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. 
H.R. 2124: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 2134: Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 2139: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia and 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 2141: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 2159: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
H.R. 2178: Mr. RUSH. 
H.R. 2194: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. HIMES, 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
MCNERNEY, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ- 
BALART of Florida, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, 
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. ARCURI, and Mr. 
KRATOVIL. 

H.R. 2196: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 2201: Mr. BOOZMAN. 
H.R. 2209: Mr. BOOZMAN. 
H.R. 2213: Ms. HIRONO and Mr. MORAN of 

Virginia. 
H.R. 2227: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, 

Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, 
and Mrs. LUMMIS. 

H.R. 2251: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. 
BERKLEY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
KLEIN of Florida, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART 
of Florida, Mr. MCMAHON, and Mr. MOORE of 
Kansas. 
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H.R. 2254: Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. 

THOMPSON of California, Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. Fleming, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. 
GRAVES, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, 
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. CARNEY, and Mr. 
LOEBSACK. 

H.R. 2263: Mr. CARSON of Indiana and Mr. 
MCINTYRE. 

H.R. 2266: Mr. RANGEL, Mrs. MCCARTHY of 
New York, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 

H.R. 2267: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
RANGEL, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 

H.R. 2275: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. GORDON of Ten-
nessee, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. SCHIFF, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.R. 2296: Mr. KAGEN, Mr. TANNER, Mr. 
BARRETT of South Carolina, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. 
OLSON, Mr. SHULER, Mr. PENCE, Mr. 
CRENSHAW, and Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. 

H.R. 2304: Mr. HOLT and Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey. 

H.R. 2314: Ms. BORDALLO and Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H.R. 2329: Mr. HOLT and Mr. RODRIGUEZ. 
H.R. 2339: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 2372: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. NUNES, and 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. 
H.R. 2373: Mr. LATHAM, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. 

JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DENT, and Mr. 
BROUN of Georgia. 

H.R. 2378: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. MUR-
THA, and Mr. PETERS. 

H.R. 2392: Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 2393: Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. MILLER of 

Florida, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, and Mr. 
ROGERS of Kentucky. 

H.R. 2403: Mr. ROSS and Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 2404: Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 2406: Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. WEST-

MORELAND, Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. BACHMANN, 
Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, and Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 2413: Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut and 
Mr. BARROW. 

H.R. 2452: Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 2472: Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. ROHR-

ABACHER, and Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 2474: Ms. MATSUI, Mr. MCNERNEY, and 

Ms. SPEIER. 
H.R. 2478: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 2488: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. 

MCGOVERN, Mr. REYES, Mr. LUJÁN, and Mr. 
MASSA. 

H.R. 2497: Mr. PASCRELL and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 2499: Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. WELCH, Mr. 

BISHOP of Utah, Mr. ROONEY, and Mr. SIRES. 
H.R. 2516: Mr. BUCHANAN. 
H.R. 2521: Mr. LYNCH, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 

JACKSON of Illinois, and Mr. MURPHY of Con-
necticut. 

H.R. 2562: Mr. NYE. 
H.R. 2567: Mr. HONDA, Mr. RUSH, and Ms. 

WATERS. 
H.R. 2570: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 2592: Mr. MCMAHON and Ms. ROS- 

LEHTINEN. 

H.R. 2594: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 2597: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. COSTELLO. 
H.R. 2607: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. 

REHBERG, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. PETRI, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. 
HENSARLING, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, and Mr. HERGER. 

H.R. 2625: Mr. CLYBURN and Mr. SESTAK. 
H.R. 2640: Mr. MCNERNEY. 
H.R. 2648: Mr. WATT, Mr. BISHOP of Geor-

gia, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.R. 2651: Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 
H.R. 2652: Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 
H.R. 2662: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. 

VAN HOLLEN, Mrs. BONO Mack, and Mr. 
CONNOLLY of Virginia. 

H.R. 2667: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 2670: Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 2676: Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 2680: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Ms. 

HIRONO. 
H.R. 2681: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 2682: Mrs. MYRICK. 
H.R. 2683: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 2687: Mr. MCCOTTER and Mr. SMITH of 

New Jersey. 
H.R. 2692: Mr. BUYER, Mr. GORDON of Ten-

nessee, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, and 
Mr. MORAN of Kansas. 

H.J. Res. 47: Mr. LATTA, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, 
Mr. CONAWAY, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.J. Res. 50: Mr. KING of Iowa. 
H.J. Res. 54: Mr. LATTA, Mr. PRICE of Geor-

gia, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. AKIN, 
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. KING 
of Iowa, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Ms. FALLIN, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. KLINE of Minnesota, 
Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mrs. BACHMANN. 

H. Con. Res. 49: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. HASTINGS 
of Florida, and Mr. CAO. 

H. Con. Res. 50: Mr. MEEKS of New York, 
Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, and Mr. FARR. 

H. Con. Res. 51: Mr. AUSTRIA and Mr. 
MICHAUD. 

H. Con. Res. 59.: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. 
H. Con. Res. 70: Mr. TIAHRT and Ms. ROS- 

LEHTINEN. 
H. Con. Res. 79: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. 

THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. CLYBURN, and Ms. NORTON. 

H. Con. Res. 96: Mr. COURTNEY. 
H. Con. Res. 119: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. 

AL GREEN of Texas, Ms. EDWARDS of Mary-
land, Ms. CLARKE, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michi-
gan, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. WATT, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. CLYBURN, Ms. NORTON, and 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 

H. Con. Res. 121: Mr. BARRETT of South 
Carolina. 

H. Con. Res. 127: Ms. WOOLSEY and Ms. WA-
TERS. 

H. Con. Res. 130: Mr. HIMES, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, Mr. LEE of New York, and Mr. 
MCMAHON. 

H. Con. Res. 131: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 
Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. 
BARTON of Texas. 

H. Con. Res. 132: Mr. BUYER. 
H. Con. Res. 142: Mr. KING of New York, Mr. 

JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. 
CASTLE. 

H. Res. 69: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H. Res. 81: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. KAGEN, and 

Mr. BONNER. 
H. Res. 89: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. 

MCMAHON. 
H. Res. 111: Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. ADLER of 

New Jersey, Mr. REHBERG, and Ms. HERSETH 
SANDLIN. 

H. Res. 160: Mr. MCMAHON. 
H. Res. 185: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. COHEN. 
H. Res. 225: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of 

Florida, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
FORTENBERRY, Mr. BARRETT of South Caro-
lina, and Mr. BUYER. 

H. Res. 260: Mr. DRIEHAUS, Mr. BURGESS, 
and Mr. MARSHALL. 

H. Res. 317: Mr. TIAHRT. 
H. Res. 318: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-

fornia, Mr. BUYER, and Mr. MARIO DIAZ- 
BALART of Florida. 

H. Res. 322: Mr. FILNER. 
H. Res. 333: Mr. HOLT and Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H. Res. 351: Mr. NYE. 
H. Res. 356: Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. ADERHOLT, 

Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. TIAHRT, and Mr. SABLAN. 
H. Res. 363: Mr. HOLT. 
H. Res. 397: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. 
H. Res. 404: Mr. NEUGEBAUER. 
H. Res. 410: Mr. GERLACH, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. 

WITTMAN, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. 
LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida, and Mr. 
MICHAUD. 

H. Res. 428: Mr. CARDOZA. 
H. Res. 433: Ms. SPEIER, Ms. MCCOLLUM, 

Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. BACA, Ms. CLARKE, and 
Ms. DEGETTE. 

H. Res. 445: Mr. CONAWAY, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. 
EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. CARTER, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, Mr. 
AKIN, Mr. MARCHANT, and Mr. REICHERT. 

H. Res. 462: Mr. COSTELLO. 
H. Res. 465: Mr. NYE and Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ- 

BALART of Florida. 
H. Res. 466: Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Ms. 

ESHOO, and Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H. Res. 472: Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. BOYD, Mr. 

DAVIS of Kentucky, and Mr. GARY G. MILLER 
of California. 

H. Res. 476: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. WEINER, 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. BOYD, 
Mr. OBEY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. YARMUTH, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Ms. WATERS, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 
KANJORSKI, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. BACH-
US, Mr. HARE, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. TEAGUE. 

H. Res. 480: Mr. COHEN. 
H. Res. 491: Mr. MCMAHON. 
H. Res. 492: Mr. CHANDLER, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. 

DOYLE, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. HODES, 
and Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H. Res. 496: Mr. WOLF and Mr. JONES. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 04:15 Jun 05, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00111 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04JN7.105 H04JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-05-13T09:44:04-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




